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In celebration of Tartan Day, it was

a pleasure to have The Rev. Campbell
Gillon as the guest Chaplain and give
our opening prayer this morning. Mr.
Gillon is a native Scot who has served
as the pastor of the Georgetown Pres-
byterian Church for 20 years. Our own
Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd Ogilvie, who also
serves as president of the St. Andrews
Society of Washington, is the organizer
of the Tartan Day Celebration here at
the Capitol today. It’s good to see both
our Chaplain and the guest Chaplain in
their tartan kilts. They are ready for a
great day and weekend for the Scots.
I’m proud of my own Scots heritage
through the Watson clan and look for-
ward to the ceremony this morning.

I will join our Chaplain and the guest
Chaplain soon, as will my son and I am
sure many other Senators of Scottish
ancestry. This will be a great day, a
great weekend for all Scots, both in
America and in Scotland.

I want to make the Senate aware of
the special occasion. Amongst all these
amendments and this great debate of
the budget resolution, I am sure the
spirit of the Declaration of Arbroath
will be felt throughout the day.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maine is recog-
nized.

f

SCHEDULE

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today
the Senate will immediately resume
consideration of the budget resolution.
There will be 10 minutes of debate on
the Stabenow and Collins amendments
with back-to-back votes to occur at
9:30. Following the votes, Senator
CONRAD will be recognized to offer his
amendment regarding debt reduction.
As a reminder, first-degree amend-
ments to the resolution must be filed
by 2 p.m. today. Senators should expect
another late session with votes into
the night. Votes also will occur
throughout the day tomorrow. I thank
my colleagues for their attention.

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield,
Senator CONRAD has indicated to me
his amendment will be offered by Sen-
ator DURBIN.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator
for that clarification.

f

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 700

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I under-
stand there is a bill at the desk due for
its second reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 700) to establish a Federal inter-

agency task force for the purpose of coordi-
nating actions to prevent the outbreak of bo-

vine spongiform encephalopathy (commonly
known as ‘‘mad cow disease’’) and foot-and-
mouth disease in the United States.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I object to
further proceedings on this bill at this
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be placed on the cal-
endar.

f

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 2001–
2011

The ACTING PRESIDING pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of H. Con. Res. 83, which the clerk will
report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83)

establishing the congressional budget for the
United States Government for fiscal year
2002, revising the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2001, and setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2003 through
2011.

Pending:
Domenici amendment No. 170, in the na-

ture of a substitute.
Motion to reconsider the vote by which

Harkin amendment No. 185 (to amendment
No. 170), listed above, was agreed to.

Collins amendment No. 190 (to amendment
No. 170), to establish a reserve fund to elimi-
nate further cuts in Medicare payments to
home health agencies.

Stabenow/Johnson amendment No. 191 (to
amendment No. 170), to eliminate further
cuts in Medicare payments to home health
agencies.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 190 AND 191

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will now resume con-
current debate on the Collins amend-
ment No. 190 and the Stabenow amend-
ment No. 191 with the time to be equal-
ly divided. There will now be 10 min-
utes for explanation prior to votes on
or in relation to the Collins amend-
ment No. 190 and the Stabenow amend-
ment No. 191.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I have
offered an amendment that we will
soon vote on that is intended to elimi-
nate a further cut in Medicare reim-
bursements for home health agencies.
The statistics tell the story. The com-
binations of cutbacks in Medicare pay-
ments and the onerous regulations im-
posed by the Clinton administration
have cost some 900,000 Medicare pa-
tients—often our most frail and vulner-
able senior citizens, as well as those
citizens with considerable disabilities—
to lose access to their home health
care.

In Maine, more than 11,000 seniors
and disabled citizens have lost their
home health care services. Nationwide,
3,300 home health agencies have closed
their doors or have stopped serving
Medicare patients. And looming on the
horizon is yet another 15-percent cut-
back in Medicare payments to home
health agencies.

It is scheduled to go into effect on
October 1 of next year. If it does go

into effect, it will have a devastating
impact that will further jeopardize ac-
cess to home health services for our
senior citizens.

The cutbacks have already caused
tragedies. I discussed last night an el-
derly woman with advanced Alz-
heimer’s disease in the State of Maine
who had a number of other problems,
who lost access to her home health
care services, and as a result died from
an untreated infection in her foot.

Surely, one of the dedicated home
health nurses would have been able to
treat that infection before it got out of
control. That is just typical of the
problems being created by the cutbacks
in home health care.

My amendment establishes a $13.7
billion reserve fund that can be used
only to restore Medicare payments to
home health agencies. And it protects
every dime of the Medicare HI trust
fund.

By contrast, my colleague from
Michigan has also offered an amend-
ment that would take the money set
aside for tax relief and place it in the
Medicare budget account. Once there,
the funds could be used for any purpose
under the Medicare program. Under the
amendment of my colleague, there is
absolutely no guarantee whatsoever
that the funds would be used for home
health care. Indeed, there is no men-
tion at all of home health care in the
text of the amendment of my friend
from Michigan.

In contrast, my amendment would
bring us significantly closer to restor-
ing Medicare home health payments. It
sets aside $13.7 billion for home
health—and home health alone. It also
provides a mechanism to move subse-
quent legislation to eliminate the
scheduled 15-percent reduction without
being subject to a budget point of
order.

I want to make a point clear. Under
either approach, subsequent legislation
will be needed to repeal the 15-percent
reduction. That is precisely the situa-
tion that the reserve fund is designed
to address.

We have used this approach before.
We set aside funds in a reserve account
just last year for the cervical and
breast cancer program, and subse-
quently passed authorizing legislation
that, because of the reserve account,
was passed last year.

Mr. President, I see that my col-
league from Missouri, who has been a
tremendous leader on this issue, is on
the floor as well. I want to make sure
I leave some time for him. Could the
Presiding Officer inform me how much
time I have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 1 minute re-
maining.

Ms. COLLINS. With that, let me
yield my 1 minute. But let me make
one point.

My amendment is endorsed by the
National Association for Home Care
and the Visiting Nurses Association of
America. Those are the two organiza-
tions representing home health care
providers.
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I yield the remainder of my time to

the Senator from Missouri.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Missouri is rec-
ognized for 40 seconds.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, a very
brief comment, necessarily, on the two
amendments.

The Democrats claim the difference
is that their amendment will guarantee
that the money will go to home health
care. Unfortunately, that is not the
way the amendment is drawn. That is
not what will happen. Basically, the
Democratic amendment simply says:
You may spend more on Medicare, not
necessarily on home health. The only
thing it truly does is cut the money
available for tax cuts. That leaves
more money for spending in any area.

The Collins-Bond amendment sets
aside a reserve fund specifically for
home health. It cannot be used for any-
thing else.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Collins amendment and to oppose the
Democratic amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Ms. STABENOW addressed the Chair.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Michigan.
Ms. STABENOW. Thank you, Mr.

President. Good morning.
We have in front of us two ap-

proaches to addressing home health
care needs and stopping the 15-percent
cut that is scheduled to go into effect
in October of 2002. I applaud my col-
league from Maine for her commitment
to this issue. I share that commitment,
having worked very closely for 4 years
in the House of Representatives with
the agencies and associations involved
in home health care.

I know we share a deep concern about
the fact that there has been a 24-per-
cent cut in patient care in home health
care settings as a result of the Bal-
anced Budget Act. I consider that an
unintended consequence. I do not be-
lieve that it was intended that we see
a 30-percent reduction in the number of
agencies that serve Medicare patients.
And as a result of that, we have seen
this 15-percent cut delayed on three
different occasions.

Today is the opportunity for us to
send a strong message to the patients
and families who rely on home health
care, and the home health care agen-
cies that do such a wonderful job, and
say that, in fact, this cut will not take
effect and they can proceed in pro-
viding quality care for our families.

The difference in the approach is that
my colleague provides for a proposal
that says ‘‘if.’’ And I will read this:
‘‘subject to the condition that such leg-
islation will not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legis-
lation, reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare . . .
Trust Fund:’’ Then, and only then,
would we have $13.7 billion available
for home health care. Then, and only
then, would we stop this incredibly

devastating 15-percent cut that is
scheduled to take effect.

I offer a different approach. It is very
simple. We will protect home health
care, period. We take the $13.7 billion
off the top, as they say. We take a very
minute amount of money away from
what is, in effect, a $2.5 trillion tax cut
that has been proposed by the Presi-
dent, to say that we are going to make
sure the families of America have ac-
cess to home health care; that seniors
can live in dignity in their homes; that
families who care for moms and dads
and grandmas and grandpas can make
sure that home health care services are
available so they are not forced to
choose a nursing home or another in-
stitution when it is not appropriate.

It is very clear; we have two ap-
proaches and the same amount of dol-
lars. One says: Maybe, if all other
things happen, we will stop the 15-per-
cent cut in home health care.

My amendment very simply says: We
take it off the top. We guarantee that
we place home health care as a pri-
ority.

It certainly is a priority for our fami-
lies. It needs to be a priority for this
Congress. My amendment will simply
make sure that that is the case.

I urge colleagues on both sides of the
aisle who care deeply about home
health care to join with me in guaran-
teeing that home health care is a pri-
ority of this Congress and to make sure
this devastating 15-percent cut will
not, in fact, take place.

I urge support for the amendment
and yield to my colleague and friend
from North Dakota.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the dif-
ference between these two amendments
is very clear. The Senator from Michi-
gan has an amendment that is paid for.
The Senator from Maine has an amend-
ment for which there will be no money
if Medicare is being raided for other
purposes, which we have seen time
after time after time on the floor of the
Senate over the last 2 days. The choice
is very clear. If Senators want to sup-
port home health care, they had better
support the Senator from Michigan. It
is the only proposal that is paid for.

I yield the floor.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield my-

self such leader time as I might need,
although I will be brief.

On the issue before us, the amend-
ment by the Senator from Michigan,
once again, this is a continuation of
what I referred to yesterday: Fiddling
while Rome is burning. Once again we
are going to increase spending, albeit
in a good cause, and we are going to
take it away from tax relief for work-
ing Americans.

The Senator from Maine has a better
alternative. I say again to all who are
watching, the pattern is clear—spend
more and tax more. That is what the
Congress has been committed to for so

many years, and we are trying to
change that culture.

With that, I yield the floor.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I will

take time off the leader time.
We always welcome the majority

leader to the floor, even when he
makes statements that don’t quite fit
the facts. I say to my colleague this
morning, I think he knows, as we all
know, that the choice is not the choice
between spending and a tax cut. It is
really more complicated than that. It
is the question of what is the appro-
priate mix of tax cut, debt paydown,
and reserving resources for these high-
priority domestic needs such as im-
proving education and a prescription
drug benefit.

The most stark differences are that
we have reserved much more of the
projected surplus for the paydown of
national debt. They have a tax cut that
is about twice as big as ours. We have
about twice as much reserved for the
paydown of our national debt, both
short-term and long-term. We think
that is a better set of priorities. We
have also reserved additional resources
for improving education and for a pre-
scription drug benefit and for strength-
ening our national defense. We think
those are the priorities of the Amer-
ican people.

The President has said very often
this is the people’s money. We agree
with that. Absolutely, this is the peo-
ple’s money. Some of it should be re-
turned to them in a tax cut. Some of it
should be used to pay down our collec-
tive national debt. After all, that is the
people’s debt. We also ought to
strengthen Social Security because
that is the people’s Social Security
program. We ought to improve edu-
cation for our kids because, after all,
they are our kids. We also ought to do
something about a priority that is as
important as home health care. The
Senator from Michigan has an amend-
ment that is paid for, that would pro-
vide an assurance that the resources
would be available to improve home
health care. It deserves our support.

I reserve the remainder of leader
time and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). The question is on agreeing to
the Stabenow amendment No. 191.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 47,

nays 53, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.]

YEAS—47

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer

Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Clinton

Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd
Dorgan
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Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy

Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)

Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—53

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi

Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Miller

Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

The amendment (No. 191) was re-
jected.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 190

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on agreeing to the Col-
lins amendment.

Ms. COLLINS. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.]
YEAS—99

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—1

Byrd

The amendment (No. 190) ws agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. I understand we have

an order entered as to how we proceed.
I want to take 5 minutes off the resolu-
tion just to talk with the Senate a lit-
tle bit about where we are. I under-
stand my friend wants to do the same.
He is not limited, of course, to 5 min-
utes. But I want to start that.

Mr. President, I want Senators to
know that both of us, as managers of
this bill, find ourselves in a position
where there are some very big con-
flicting desires. One desire is that we
finish by noon tomorrow. It seems to
be a rather pervasive one going around.
Whenever you say: Would you like to
finish at 12 tomorrow, the roof goes
down with shouts of, ‘‘Alleluia. Let’s
do it.’’

We are trying to figure out how we
can do that. The problem, fellow Sen-
ators—I speak to all Senators; and
then my friend can speak to all, and he
can include ours in his comments—it is
not possible to do that. Some Senators
have five, some have six, some re-
quested three amendments. I don’t
know if there is anybody with any
higher than six that we are aware of,
but we have all these requests for
amendments, and we want everybody
to know we are aware of that. But we
also want everybody to know that we
are going to have to soon find a way to
limit our time. When that happens, it
is not going to be possible that all of
these amendments are going to be con-
sidered. We have a time agreement now
that says Senators who have amend-
ments and want them considered have
to get them turned in by 2 o’clock
today. That is in just a few hours.

I hope my recalling that to Senators
does not bring another rash of amend-
ments. If you have them ready, I am
hoping you will get them down here. I
hope I did not remind you to come up
with more because essentially there is
not going to be time for more.

We are going to have to get our heads
together—that is, the two leaders and
the two managers—to talk about how
we are going to attempt to assure Sen-
ators that we will be finished tomorrow
at 12 o’clock. In that process, we have
no way of setting a list of 40, 50 amend-
ments that are all going to be consid-
ered. I think you understand that
would not be the case. If we used all
the time we have, many Senators
would not get their amendments up
other than a vote-athon. We are trying
very hard to limit the vote-athon so it
is credible, rational, and so people have
a couple minutes and we don’t just
start voting.

With that, I urge anybody on our side
who has amendments that they abso-
lutely feel must be considered to talk
with us. If they can get by with one
amendment, if they have three pending
and will put two of them in the vote-
athon, and then get them one after an-
other, and very quickly, we will very
much appreciate that.

We are trying our best. All Senators
should know we are trying to get a
consent agreement so that we will be
out of here by 12 tomorrow. That
means people will get pushed back in
terms of the number that can be con-
sidered and the time that can be used
on amendments. We are going to do our
very best on our side. We think we
know the Senators who have insisted
and worked very hard to make sure
they get an opportunity. We are going
to try to protect that.

Beyond that, I don’t think we can
guarantee very much. If indeed Sen-
ators want us to lead them to the
promised land, the promised land, we
thought, was to have a unanimous con-
sent agreement sooner rather than
later, saying we will be finished at 12
tomorrow.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask

for 3 minutes off the resolution.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I repeat

the theme of the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee on this question of what
we have before us. We have had Mem-
bers come to us and say: We very much
want to conclude our work by noon to-
morrow.

We want to be faithful to that
charge. It is absolutely not possible to
do that and to consider all of the
amendments that have been reported
to us. We have over 110 amendments. If
we go into a vote-athon with 110
amendments, that will take 40 hours to
complete with 3 votes an hour being
conducted.

It is very important that the message
go out to our colleagues: It is now time
for us to exercise self-discipline. Every
Senator has the right to offer their
amendment and get it considered under
the rules of the Budget Act. Unfortu-
nately, that means if individual Mem-
bers insist on their right to offer each
and every one of the amendments that
has been prepared, we are going to be
here through Monday. That is just the
hard reality of calculating the number
of amendments, the amount of time,
and how long it takes to vote. If people
want to be here through Monday, vot-
ing every 20 minutes on an amendment,
we can do that. Or we can exercise self-
restraint and self-discipline and work
with the managers and work with the
leadership and winnow down the num-
ber of amendments and enter into time
agreements so we can dispose of
amendments as quickly and efficiently
as possible.

One other thing: It is very important
that we not have to hold the vote open
for 30 minutes so colleagues who are
late have a chance to vote. We want
every colleague to have a chance to
vote. We hope they will consider their
other colleagues. We are going to wind
up being very late here night after
night if we don’t exercise that re-
straint.
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I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if I

could have the attention of my col-
leagues from North Dakota as well as
New Mexico, I have an amendment I
will offer with Senators BIDEN, NELSON,
and DASCHLE. I ask unanimous consent
that our 30 minutes on this amendment
be divided so that Senator BIDEN of
Delaware will be first to speak for 10
minutes, Senator NELSON of Florida for
5 minutes, and that I will speak for the
last 15 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I may
just say, the Senator from North Da-
kota has asked to use all the time on
the resolution. It is my understanding
that the Senator from North Dakota
would like to save some time on the
amendment. I am sure the Senator
from North Dakota would yield time
on the resolution as the Senator indi-
cated and reserve the time on the
amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator. If
it is permissible at this point to go
ahead with this arrangement.

Mr. REID. The arrangement would be
fine, but the time would be off the reso-
lution, not off the amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent then that the next 30 minutes of
debate on the amendment I am sending
to the desk be allocated as I have sug-
gested.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—I must
apologize to the Senator—would he
please repeat the request.

Mr. DURBIN. I am asking that 30
minutes of the debate that will follow
on the amendment be allocated 10 min-
utes to my colleague from Delaware,
Senator BIDEN, and 5 minutes to the
Senator from Florida, Mr. Nelson, and
that I have the last 15 minutes of that
30 minutes.

Mr. REID. The time will be yielded
off the resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand that
the time would not come off the
amendment but off the resolution.

Mr. DURBIN. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 202

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for
himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr.
DASCHLE, proposes an amendment numbered
202.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To call for immediate action by
the United States Senate on passage of an
Economic Stimulus Package in FY01 and
to provide for further tax cuts in Fiscal
Years 2002–11 as part of a fiscally respon-
sible budget that ensures maximum fea-
sible debt reduction)

On page 2, line 17, decrease the amount by
$31,140,000,000.

On page 2, line 18, decrease the amount by
$10,606,000,000.

On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by
$12,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by
$33,077,000,000.

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
$57,444,000,000.

On page 3 line 4, increase the amount by
$67,821,000,000.

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$73,414,000,000.

On page 3 line 6, increase the amount by
$71,119,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$80,281,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$64,625,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$31,140,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$10,606,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by
$12,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$33,077,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$57,444,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$67,821,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$73,414,000,000.

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by
$71,119,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by
$80,281,000,000.

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by
$64,625,000,000, and add the following

(a). FINDINGS.—The Senate finds:
(1) That the economy of the United States

has consistently grown since 1993, providing
increasing prosperity for millions of hard-
working Americans;

(2) That the pace of growth of the economy
of the United States was measured at only
one percent in the fourth quarter of 2000;

(3) That debt reduction is effective in stim-
ulating capital investment that promotes
long-term growth;

(4) That the President and Vice President
of the United States have noted that the
economy of the United States is in need of a
stimulus;

(5) That the Democratic Leader of the
United States Senate and other Members of
the Democratic Caucus have called for im-
mediate passage of a $60 billion Economic
Stimulus Package;

(6) That the Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Budget has included in his
FY02 budget substitute a $60 billion Eco-
nomic Stimulus Package;

(7) That the Ranking Member of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Budget has also called
for a $60 billion Economic Stimulus Package;

(b). SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the Sense of
the Senate that the levels in this resolution
assume that the Senate should discharge
H.R. 3 from the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance, begin floor consideration of H.R. 3 im-
mediately after passage of H. Con. Res. 83,
strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the text of the agreed upon $60 billion
Bipartisan Economic Stimulus Package, in-
cluding an immediate economic stimulus
check for all payroll and income taxpayers
and a permanent reduction of the fifteen per-
cent income tax bracket to a ten percent tax

bracket, and proceed to a vote on final pas-
sage prior to April recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Illinois.

This is a simple amendment. It is an
amendment that everyone here, on
both sides of the aisle, should be able
to support.

When President Bush was cam-
paigning during the Republican pri-
maries, he announced a 10-year across-
the-board income tax cut plan. He said
that increasing the budget surplus
meant the Government was taking
much too much money.

Steve Forbes had his flat tax, and
Mr. Bush had his tax cut plan. He of-
fered that plan at a time—to repeat
what has been said on the floor be-
fore—when our economy was booming,
when the stock market was still climb-
ing. In late 1999, when the campaign
was beginning and this plan was of-
fered, the economy was growing at 8.5
percent. That is a very different cir-
cumstance than we have today. We just
found out that the economy was still
growing in the first quarter of this
year, but not at 8.5 percent, at 1 per-
cent.

The President has told us the plan he
came up with in the campaign when
the economy was expanding was ex-
actly the right size for the economy at
that time. Now he is trying to tell us it
is exactly the size for the economy at
this time.

President Bush has admitted that his
plan fails to get enough money out to
people at the start of his plan, right
now, while the economy is at a low
point, while consumer confidence is
bumbling around down there, and while
people are slowing up on their pur-
chases, slowing up on buying durable
goods, and beginning to wonder wheth-
er or not the economy is going to take
a further tailspin or recover, although
consumer confidence bumped up slight-
ly.

The vast majority of the President’s
tax cut actually happens many years
from now. It can’t have any effect on
the economic problems we face today,
on the sluggishness of our economy,
and our concerns for recession. In fact,
95 percent of the President’s tax cut
takes effect after the year 2003. His
plan, whatever else we may make of it,
is not designed in any way, shape, or
form, to stimulate the economy in the
short run.

One thing everyone seems in agree-
ment on is what we should be doing. At
least what we should be doing is stimu-
lating the economy in the short run.
The President himself acknowledges
this. In fact, so does the Republican
budget resolution before us today. My
friend, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, has included $60 billion for
a stimulus proposal in this resolution.
Senator DURBIN, Senator NELSON of
Florida, Senator LIEBERMAN, and I sug-
gest that we act on that. We are offer-
ing an amendment, with the same $60

VerDate 05-APR-2001 02:35 Apr 06, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G05AP6.013 pfrm02 PsN: S05PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3466 April 5, 2001
billion cost this year as in the Repub-
lican plan, that will put money in the
pockets of everyone who works for a
living and pays payroll taxes.

If this were to become law, as soon as
2 or 3 months from now, we will be able
to send a $600 check to eligible couples,
$300 to single taxpayers. We also per-
manently drop—and the President pro-
poses as well—the income tax rate
from 15 to 10 percent. This is a perma-
nent cut that affects everyone who
pays income tax at the highest and
lowest brackets.

The President has a similar proposal,
but ours would go into effect imme-
diately. That would mean an additional
$300, on average, per person per year on
top of the payroll tax rebate check for
a married couple through lowering
withholding from their paychecks, hav-
ing lowered the lowest rate from 15 to
10, as the President proposes. That
extra 900 bucks per family this year is
real money. It is real money for work-
ing families, and it has real con-
sequences.

As strange as it may sound, it means
a couple that is withholding the pur-
chase of a new toaster or refrigerator
or microwave or a durable product that
folks like us don’t withhold buying
now—we are not the reason the econ-
omy is slowing down. Everybody al-
ways talks about how the Senate is
made up of millionaires. I wish I were
one of them. But there is no million-
aire in this place who is not spending
their money. They are not the reason
the economy is slowing down.

Average folks, the folks I grew up
with, they are the ones who are causing
the economy to slow because they are
not spending their money. They have
lost confidence in the economy. So if
we are going to have any hope of an
impact beyond what I believe is need-
ed—the monetary stimulus that Mr.
Greenspan, hopefully, will continue to
provide, this is the only fiscal stimulus
that is available to us.

That extra $900 per family, as I said,
is real money. It exceeds what they
would get under the whole plan, in
some cases, of the President. This will
mean a lot of people and businesses
that depend on them will be able to
purchase and sell, keep people em-
ployed, keep the economy going. This
money would get out this year, and to
give a $60 billion jump start to the
economy is something, if I read the
budget resolution correctly, if I lis-
tened to the rhetoric I have heard from
Democrats as well as Republicans, as
we all acknowledge is needed—maybe
the argument will be it is not enough
of a stimulus. Some argue it is too
much. I don’t know anybody arguing
that we don’t need a stimulus.

This is something I think we can all
agree on: the need for a tax cut that
actually does something to lift the sag-
ging economy here and now. By the
way, as our friend from Arkansas stood
up, Senator BLANCHE LINCOLN, a couple
weeks ago, I was surprised when she
listed how many people in her State

would not benefit from any aspect of
the President’s tax cut because all they
do is pay payroll taxes. Nothing. This
will see to it that everybody—those
folks, real live folks we all say we care
about, will get a tax cut, and they will
get it now. So the two benefits it has
for that cadre of people is, one, they
get it now and, two, they get it.

Under the existing proposal of the
President, they don’t get it, period. I
hope we get it and figure it out.

The amendment I am speaking to
today, along with my friend from Illi-
nois and my friend from Florida, who
will speak next, simply says we should
put our money where our mouth is.
Both parties in the Senate agree on a
$60 billion stimulus plan, and we should
act as soon as possible. This amend-
ment calls on us to take the first tax
bill that comes over from the House,
substitute our $60 billion economic
stimulus plan with this bipartisan sup-
port, pass it right away, and within
weeks get money into people’s hands.

I say to my friends on both sides of
the aisle, if you believe in doing some-
thing right now to pump some life into
the economy, this is your chance.
Whatever you make of this $2 trillion-
plus tax cut cost by the President,
whatever you make of its size or its
distribution, this amendment does
what tax cuts alone do not do—it puts
money now, real money, into the hands
of every taxpayer in the country in
time to respond to the real needs of the
economic stimulus. It is not based
upon some pie-in-the-sky expectation
of what is going to happen over 10
years based upon the growth of the
economy and us limiting spending.

I thank my colleague for listening.
Whatever time I have left, I yield to
my friend from the State of Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized. The re-
maining time is 1 minute 2 seconds.

Mr. BIDEN. I ask unanimous consent
that the remaining time be yielded to
my friend from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I had requested 5 minutes, so
would you prefer that I go ahead and
take it, or let the Senator from Oregon
go ahead, and I will be happy to speak
after him? What is the pleasure of the
Senator from Oregon?

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I say to my
friend, I am awaiting the arrival of the
senior Senator from Oregon, Mr.
WYDEN, who will be here momentarily.
If the Senator won’t be long, why
doesn’t he go ahead and we will wait.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank Senator BIDEN for his
comments on the introduction of this
particular amendment. He has spoken
to the stimulus of the tax package and
why we need in a declining economy,
which, of course, we hope rebounds, but
because there is an indication that the

economy is on the decline, we don’t
need a tax cut to take effect mainly in
the last 5 years of the next decade; we
need it to take effect now, to inject
some financial, some fiscal stimulus
into the economy so we can come out
of the slump. That is what Senator
BIDEN has addressed.

I wish to address another part of this
particular amendment, and that is the
part of debt reduction, because this
amendment takes a portion from the
President’s proposed tax cut, lowers
that tax cut, changes the nature of
that tax cut to an immediate fiscal
stimulus, and has further a reduction
of the national debt down to a level of
approximately $500 billion after the
decade, after the 10-year period for
which we are planning.

Now, why is this important? First of
all, it is very important because that is
what the people of America want. For
decades we have been living in an econ-
omy that has been driven by annual
deficits; that is, when the Federal Gov-
ernment is paying more out than it has
coming in in tax revenues. And the dif-
ference—since we spend more than we
have in tax revenues—is what we have
to borrow each year, called the annual
deficit. That deficit then, is added each
year, and cumulatively the national
debt becomes greater and greater. That
figure today on the publicly held na-
tional debt is about $3.4 trillion.

Well, not until a year ago did we ever
seriously think that we could confront
the fact of paying down the national
debt, until suddenly we realized that
we were in this surplus condition. Now
we don’t know what the surplus is. We
say, in the last estimate, that it is $5.6
trillion over the next 10 years. New es-
timates are saying it is much lower
than that, and that it is really about
$4.2 trillion. But if we keep going into
a declining economy, the surplus could
dwindle to significantly less than we
are projecting. But we do know there is
a surplus there, at least for the foresee-
able future.

So all of this is to say that is why the
people out there in America—and I can
tell you in my State of Florida—clear-
ly are giving us the message that in
this time of beneficence, as a result of
the prosperity that we have experi-
enced in the last decade, they want us
to use that prosperity to start paying
down the national debt, as well as giv-
ing a substantial tax cut. That is just
good economic common sense. That is
what we all do in our individual budg-
ets. We want to pay down debt, get our-
selves debt free so we have a much
more stable financial condition. So,
too, with our country.

In our country there is a little bit of
difference. In the $3.4 trillion of pub-
licly held debt, there is some of that
debt, as Mr. Greenspan testified in
front of our Budget Committee, which
you would not necessarily be able to
pay off right away because it is long-
term bonds and the Federal Govern-
ment would have to pay a premium to
pay those off. That overall publicly
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held debt is estimated to be about half
a trillion dollars, $500 billion, which
would be difficult to pay off without
paying a premium.

This amendment brings down, over a
10-year projection, that publicly held
debt to a level at which we would not
have to pay a penalty or a premium to
pay off, and that is estimated at $500
billion at the end of the decade.

That is common sense. That is good
fiscal discipline. That is good fiscal and
economic policy, and it is what the
people of our country want.

If we have an opportunity to pay
down our national debt, we ought to do
it. That is being good stewards of our
national economy.

That is the message I wanted to
bring as this amendment being offered
by Senator DURBIN is considered by the
Senate.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Florida, who is
a very distinguished member of the
Budget Committee, for his remarks and
for the contribution he has made to the
work of the committee in this his first
year in the Senate. Of course, he is a
veteran of Congress because he served
with distinction in the House of Rep-
resentatives. He has been through the
1980s and saw firsthand what happened
when very serious fiscal mistakes were
made.

The Senator from Florida has been
one of the strongest voices in the Sen-
ate Budget Committee saying: Let’s
not repeat those mistakes; let’s be seri-
ous and sober; let’s take a look at the
fact that these surpluses are projected,
they are forecasted; they are not in the
bank; and let’s dedicate most of that
projected surplus to debt reduction.

Yes, we can spend some money. Yes,
we can have a significant tax cut. Yes,
we can provide additional resources for
improving education, as we did yester-
day, and provide a prescription drug
benefit, as we did the day before yes-
terday. Yes, we can strengthen our na-
tional defense, as we did last night,
over what is in the President’s budget.
Those are investments. That is prudent
spending.

The primary emphasis ought to be:
Keep our eye on the ball; keep paying
down this national debt. That is what
is going to be a time bomb for this
country if we fail to keep the pressure
on paying down this national debt.
That is what this Durbin amendment is
about.

The Durbin amendment does two
things. It says: Reduce the size of the
President’s tax cut and with that
money pay down more of this debt.
Second, it says we have money in this
year’s budget that will permit an im-
mediate fiscal stimulus.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield myself an addi-
tional minute. We have money in this
year’s budget for an immediate fiscal
stimulus of $60 billion. On both sides,
we have agreed that is necessary, that
is important. Let us do it, and let us do
it before we leave on the April work
break. Let us do it now. Let us inject
these funds into the economy to give
some lift so that America can regain
some sense of confidence that the fiscal
affairs of the country are being man-
aged in a way that affects this eco-
nomic downturn in a positive manner.

Again, I thank the Senator from
Florida who has been such a valued
member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. Who yields time to
the Senator?

Mr. CONRAD. How much time would
the Senator from Michigan like?

Ms. STABENOW. I request 5 minutes.
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes off

the resolution to the Senator from
Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank my es-
teemed leader from North Dakota.

Mr. President, I rise today to con-
gratulate my colleagues, my friends
from Florida and Delaware and the
Senator from Illinois, the author of the
amendment, on this approach of put-
ting dollars directly into people’s pock-
ets as a part of this budget process.

We do that in three ways: First,
through an immediate tax cut. The
President has proposed a tax cut, most
of which would not take effect for at
least 6 years. We know that is not what
is needed in this economy. We need to
be putting dollars directly into people’s
pockets immediately as a stimulus.
This would do that.

Secondly, we put money into people’s
pockets by lower interest rates. We
must keep the economy going. One of
the reasons the economy has done as
well as it has in the last 8 years is be-
cause we began to systematically pay
down the debt so our mortgage pay-
ments could go down, our car payments
could go down, college loan payments
could go down. That is a second way we
put money back in people’s pockets.

The third way is to guarantee we
keep this economy going so people
have a job. This package does all three
of those things. It stimulates the econ-
omy so we can continue to focus on
creating good-paying jobs for people so
they can care for their families and
have the resources they need.

It puts tax dollars, this year, directly
into people’s pockets, and it puts dol-
lars in their pockets by allowing them
to refinance their mortgage, as we con-
tinue to pay down the debt so interest
rates come down.

It is incredibly important we act im-
mediately. We heard over and over in
the Budget Committee that if we were
going to have any impact through a
tax cut, it needs to be immediate. We
can do that immediately and at the

same time address debt reduction and
critical investments that we know will
help keep the economy going for the
future.

I support these efforts. It is very im-
portant we act immediately. We can do
that right now. We can make a dif-
ference for families right now and
stimulate this economy immediately
so we can continue to make sure that
families benefit from the economy we
have had of the last 8 years.

My distinguished colleague from Illi-
nois, who is the chief sponsor and lead-
er in this effort, is in the Chamber. I
yield back my time and give the Sen-
ator from Illinois an opportunity to ad-
dress his amendment.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator DOMENICI, I ask unanimous
consent that the Durbin amendment be
laid aside and that Senator BENNETT be
recognized to offer an amendment.

I further ask consent that the debate
run concurrently on both first-degree
amendments and be limited to 60 min-
utes equally divided, and following
that time, the amendments be laid
aside.

I further ask consent that no amend-
ments to these amendments be in order
prior to the votes just described and
the votes occur in a stacked sequence,
first, in relation to the Durbin amend-
ment, and then in relation to the
amendment offered on behalf of Sen-
ator DOMENICI, beginning at 6 p.m.,
with 10 minutes for closing remarks
equally divided prior to the 6 p.m.
stacked votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Reserving the
right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object, the only reservation I have is I
hope I have an opportunity at this time
to speak for about 15 or 20 minutes on
my amendments as we had agreed to
under a previous unanimous consent
agreement.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, so long as
it comes off the time of the amend-
ment, there is no objection on this
side.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, the previous agreement with re-
spect to the Senator from Illinois was
that the 20 minutes he had reserved
would come off the resolution, not off
the amendment. We will now be chang-
ing a previous agreement if we do that.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—AUTHORITY FOR

COMMITTEE TO MEET

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent the Committee on the Judiciary
be authorized to meet to conduct a
hearing on Thursday, April 5, at 10:00
a.m. in Senate Dirksen 226.

Mr. CONRAD. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard.
Mr. NICKLES. I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank everyone for
helping on this agreement. I think we
have reached an agreement with which
everybody agrees.

I ask consent the Durbin amendment
be laid aside and Senator BENNETT be
recognized to offer an amendment.

I further ask consent the debate run
concurrently on both first-degree
amendments—both of them—and be
limited to 60 minutes equally divided
in the usual form and, following that
time, the amendments be laid aside.

I further ask consent that no amend-
ments to those amendments be in order
prior to votes just described and the
votes occur in a stacked sequence, first
in relation to the Durbin amendment
and then in relation to the Bennett
amendment, beginning at a time deter-
mined by the two leaders. Further, I
ask consent that following that debate,
Senator SMITH of Oregon be recognized
to offer an amendment and there be 15
minutes of debate equally divided be-
tween Senator SMITH and Senator
WYDEN and, following that debate, the
amendment be temporarily set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, the only point
I would like to add is that after Sen-
ator BENNETT’s second-degree or sub-
stitute amendment is laid down, I
would like to have right of recognition
first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. Let me be clear. What
the Senator from Illinois is asking, as
I understand it, is after Senator BEN-
NETT’s amendment has been laid down,
that he receive the first right of rec-
ognition.

Mr. DURBIN. That is correct.
Mr. CONRAD. Is that acceptable?
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving

the right to object, I would like to see
this written agreement. I may not have
objection, but I would like to see what
we are doing.

Mr. DOMENICI. Fine.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I withdraw

my reservation.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Utah is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 216

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 216.

Mr. BENNETT. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To call for a quick stimulus for the

American economy, linked to a long-term
stimulus to guarantee economic expansion
and job creation, and oppose a $439 billion
tax increase that would threaten economic
growth)
On page 2, line 17, decrease the amount by

$31,140,000,000.
On page 2, line 18, decrease the amount by

$10,606,000,000.
On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by

$31,140,000,000.
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by

$0.
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by

$0.
AMENDMENT NO. 202

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from Il-
linois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this may
be one of the most important debates
we will have about this budget resolu-
tion because at issue in this debate,
with the Durbin amendment and the
Bennett amendment, is a very simple
proposition. It is this: America’s econ-
omy needs a shot in the arm. It needs
help immediately—not a year from
now, not 5 years from now, not 6, 7, 8,
9, or 10 years from now, but imme-
diately.

What I am proposing with the Durbin
amendment is to take from the surplus
of some $97 billion, which we know we
will have this year on the budget we
are debating, $60 billion of that surplus
and return it to the American people as
quickly as we can prudently return it
so we will give that spending power
back to families in America imme-
diately. That is what I am proposing.

The amendment by the Senator from
Utah proposes to stay with President
Bush’s approach. They believe in it on
their side of the aisle. I understand
that. But they will have to concede
this point. If they prevail, there will be
no immediate relief for taxpayers—
none, zero, no help. I can tell you for
families across Illinois and across the
Nation there is an immediate need for
a helping hand.

Let me tell you about this amend-
ment.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a second?

Mr. DURBIN. Yes.
Mr. NICKLES. I inform my col-

leagues that the Bennett amendment
takes the two tax accelerations that
the Senator from Illinois has in his
first 2 years. If I am correct, the Sen-
ator has an additional tax increase of
$31 billion in 2002 and $11 billion in 2003.
We put that in our amendment. The
difference is that we reduce or elimi-
nate the tax cut, and in subsequent
years we drop that. But we took the
first 2 years of accelerated tax cuts
that the Senator has, and that is going
to be in the Bennett amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. I see there has been a
modification to the amendment since
it was given to us earlier. I thank the
Senator from Oklahoma for clarifying
that point.

If there are any additional modifica-
tions, I hope you will bring them to our
attention as well.

Let me tell you what we are pro-
posing with this tax stimulus package:
a one-time tax refund check for all peo-
ple who pay income or payroll taxes of
$600 per couple and $300 per individual.
A new 10-percent tax bracket applies to
the first $12,000 of income for every
married couple in America, whatever
their gross income may be, and $6,000
for single filers. The total 2001 tax cut
will be $900 per couple and $450 per indi-
vidual.

This is the first step in the Demo-
cratic tax cut agenda. The reason why
people believe this is an important first
step is that it deals with reality, and
not with speculation. It deals with the
reality of an economy that has slowed
down and the reality of families who
need a helping hand.

It provides a rebate to families, and
within a matter of weeks they will be
receiving it. This kind of timely tax as-
sistance is going to be important
across the Nation. Whether you are
paying electric bills in California, or
heating bills in Illinois, you have had a
tough winter.

I can tell you from my family experi-
ence and the people I have spoken to in
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my State that their heating costs have
gone up. People are saying: We would
like a helping hand, Senator. If you are
going to talk about tax relief, don’t
talk about a theory in the future. Help
us now. Show us that this is something
beyond political chin music and that
you are actually dealing with reality.

The Durbin tax cut applies imme-
diately. Let me tell you why it is im-
portant. The Democratic stimulus plan
would provide immediate tax cuts for
all taxpayers.

President Bush’s tax cut of $1.6 tril-
lion, which was his first proposal,
leaves behind 23 million taxpayers in
America. The Republicans supporting
this proposal say they aren’t really
taxpayers; that all they pay are payroll
taxes; and they do not pay real taxes.
Tell the 23 million Americans who pay
payroll taxes but not income taxes
that they aren’t facing a tax burden.
They are. Quite honestly, they are the
people who are facing a tougher burden
than most because they are in lower in-
come categories.

The President right now is holding
the economy hostage. He is holding it
hostage to his $1.6 trillion proposal.
What Senator BENNETT and others have
said is, if you want to talk about an
immediate stimulus, you can only have
it if you buy the whole program. You
have to buy the whole package. You
have to accept $1.6 trillion over 10
years or we are not going to be signing
up for any kind of stimulus right now.

I think that is very shortsighted. I
don’t think it is fair to families across
America. I don’t think it is responsible
to the real serious economic problem
that we face. Our plan is fiscally re-
sponsible.

The Senator from Oklahoma makes
an important point. We believe the
overall tax cut, the long-term tax cut,
should be a responsible, prudent, man-
ageable figure, and something that
won’t drive us back into deficits.

The Republicans think that the
President’s projections of what will
happen to America 5 or 10 years from
now are as reliable as they can be.

We know that 6 months ago when
Chairman Greenspan, our economic
guru in America, was looking at the
economy he got it all wrong. Six
months ago he said we had to raise in-
terest rates; that the economy was
heating up too fast. He was wrong. This
man with all the information and all of
the wisdom didn’t get it right. But the
White House is telling us that the
President can get it right—not just 6
months from now but 6 years from now;
he can tell you what the American
economy is going to produce. If you
were a stockbroker or an adviser, you
could get rich if you had that kind of
confidence in the end results. Ordinary
people don’t. Economists are often
wrong.

Let me tell you about this tax cut
and what it means.

The American income tax system is a
system built on stair steps. Everybody
pays the bottom rate of 15 percent.

Then, of course, as your income in-
creases, the incremental dollars are
taxed at different levels—28 percent, 31
percent, 36 percent, and beyond.

We are proposing a permanent tax
cut for all Americans across the board
who pay income taxes from 15 percent
to 20 percent so that the richest in
America as well as those in the lowest
income categories paying income taxes
will benefit.

The President’s proposal, on the
other hand, says, let’s provide the
lion’s share of the benefits to those
right here at the highest income cat-
egories. The President’s tax cut gives
43 percent of all the tax benefits to peo-
ple making over $319,000 a year—43 per-
cent. That is not fair.

The Democratic approach says every-
one benefits across the board. The rich-
est down to the lowest in income pay
an income tax. The Durbin amendment
provides that tax relief.

Let me give you an idea why that is
important. Eighty-one percent of all
the taxpayers’ benefits will go to those
who pay the 15-percent rate on income
tax. When we reduce this rate, it means
that 81 percent of the taxpayers in
America are going to benefit from this
rate cut.

If you just provide the rate cuts for
the higher income categories, you can
find that, frankly, smaller and smaller
percentages of Americans will benefit.

We want the benefit to go to every-
one in America. I can tell you that the
home heating bills in Illinois went to
people of all income groups—not just
to the poor or to the rich but every-
body. The folks who got hit the hardest
were those in the lower income cat-
egories.

When you take a look at the source
of individual tax collection in America,
here is an interesting statistic: 57 per-
cent of the individual tax collection
comes from income taxes and 37 per-
cent from payroll taxes.

Do not forget that President Bush in
his tax cut and Senator BENNETT in his
amendment leave these people behind.
They do not provide the assistance
that is needed so that people paying
payroll taxes also get some benefit
from the tax cut.

If you look at the total Government
revenues by source, you can see that 50
percent comes from the income tax but
32 percent comes from payroll taxes.

President Bush ignores this reality.
President Bush’s tax cut does not pro-
vide that kind of tax benefit.

Let’s talk for a moment about a
stimulus and whether it is needed. I am
going to quote some sources of which I
think Senator BENNETT will be proud.
This is our new President, George
Bush, from the Washington Post of
January 15 this year:

I am open to any suggestions people have,
particularly as it relates to making sure
that the economy gets the kick-start it
needs.

I think that is a pretty good endorse-
ment of the Durbin amendment.

Let me see. This is another one from
President Bush that is better, on Feb-
ruary 7, when the President said:

The economy is slowing down, and we need
to act, and act as quickly as we possibly can.
The goal is to get money into the pockets of
the working people as quickly as we can.

Part of the Durbin amendment says
the Senate will not go home until we
vote this tax cut. That is right. We
may have to put off Passover observ-
ance. We may have to put off a bit of
our observance of our Easter holiday.
But we ought to observe the obvious;
that is, the American people do not
need our speeches. They need our help.
If they are going to get our help, we
shouldn’t leave town saying that we
got the budget resolution passed, and
in a couple of weeks we will come back
and think of something new. This is
something new. This is tax relief that
is real, tangible, and immediate. It
says in this amendment which I have
introduced that we will immediately
take the House tax bill that has come
over here, put this tax into it, pass it
in the Senate, and send it back to them
when they come back to town in a cou-
ple of weeks and move on it.

We will be able to say to the Amer-
ican people, almost to the tax day of
April 15, that you are going to be as-
sured that a tax rebate is going to
come your way and help your family.

There are quotes from a very learned
and esteemed colleague of Minnesota, a
spokesman for Senator PETE DOMENICI,
chairman of the Budget Committee,
who said:

Senator DOMENICI is willing to put off con-
sideration of the marriage penalty relief, es-
tate tax repeal, and other elements of the
Bush tax plan. But he said the stimulus tax
cut and the reductions in the personal in-
come tax rates must be in the same bill.
Sixty billion dollars without the marginal
rate cuts doesn’t tell taxpayers that help is
on the way. It puts them in the boat without
any oars.

That is a quote from a staff person of
Senator DOMENICI in the Washington
Post on March 24 of this year.

We have good news for the Senator
from New Mexico. We not only have a
boat; we have the oars. We are pro-
viding a rebate directly to the families,
and we are cutting the tax rate perma-
nently, so families know their tax bur-
den is going to be reduced.

We have more comments from Presi-
dent Bush. And they just keep getting
better about the Durbin amendment.
Here is one from the Detroit News on
March 27. The President said:

I’m listening to what different members
have to say. The key thing is, we have to
have meaningful, real tax relief . . . to get
money in people’s pockets to serve as a stim-
ulus for the economy.

I want to thank the President for
those kind words of encouragement.

Then on March 28, in the Orlando
Sentinel, the President said, again:

We must put more money in the hands of
consumers in the short term and restore con-
fidence and optimism for the long term.

He goes on to make that point.
My friends, the sad reality is, unless

and until we pass a tax rebate that has
teeth in it—that means that a check
will be coming to families across
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America, not in a matter of a year or
two or beyond but right now—that we
are not going to see this economy turn
around as quickly as it might. The ben-
efits, of course, to an economy turn-
around are pretty obvious.

You pick up the Washington Post
this morning, and you go to the Busi-
ness section and look at the Dow Jones
or go to the New York Times—the
same story; it is an up-and-down roller
coaster but mainly down. People across
this country who have 401(k)s and IRAs
understand that that little nest egg
they put aside for security and safety
in their retirement has been battered
pretty badly over the last 6 months or
a year. We believe we can get this econ-
omy back on track.

During the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion, we had unparalleled prosperity in
this country. We can return to those
days, but we have to return to them
with the vision of what makes the
economy move forward. What helps it
move forward is when consumers have
some confidence, confidence that they
can pay their bills, confidence that this
economy is going to be there, so they
can turn around and buy a car, a wash-
er and dryer, maybe remodel the kitch-
en—whatever is important to their
family—pay off some tuition bills for
their kids.

We want to put money in their pock-
et to make it happen. The Durbin
amendment really addresses that di-
rectly.

I say to those on the other side who
believe you cannot really offer a stim-
ulus and this kind of tax cut to fami-
lies unless you talk about what is
going to happen in America over the
next 10 years, that is an important de-
bate. Let’s stick with that debate.
Let’s have it, but let’s not let that de-
bate hold hostage the idea of a stim-
ulus right now, a stimulus that can
help the American economy turn
around.

I do not believe the support for this
idea comes exclusively from Senator
DOMENICI or President Bush. I think it
comes from the people I represent in Il-
linois, and I will bet most of the other
States that are represented in this Sen-
ate.

I ask my colleagues, let’s pass this
budget and immediately take up H.R. 3
and substitute this bipartisan stimulus
package and get checks out to every
taxpaying American. Let’s do this be-
fore we leave for any kind of a break.
Then, when we come back, let’s debate
the marriage tax penalty, let’s debate
the estate tax, the IRA/pension bill,
the charitable giving bill, the ESEA
bill, the minimum wage, and so many
other important issues.

This does not have to be the end of
tax cuts. This does not have to be the
end of debating bills such as the Senate
of old. Over the last 2 weeks I have
been heartened that this Senate has
really reverted to what it was for so
many decades, a gathering of men and
women who studied an important issue
and then came to the floor to offer

amendments and debate them. We did
that on campaign finance reform. We
can do it on our tax policy.

The vote yesterday suggested there is
a bipartisan sentiment to move away
from President Bush’s $1.6 trillion fig-
ure to one that is more manageable.
We believe we can justify a $745 billion
or $750 billion tax cut and also dedicate
resources in our surplus to important
other priorities.

Now the Republicans say: Oh, there
they go again; if we don’t give it all
away in tax cuts, these Democrats will
spend it. Well, we want to put money
into a stimulus package, have a tax cut
right now. We also believe we can pay
down more of the national debt. If that
is what they call tax and spend, I don’t
buy it, but I certainly think paying
down our national debt is one of the
best investments for our future and for
our Nation. We collect $1 billion in
taxes a day to pay interest on our old
debt of $5.7 trillion. I think we ought to
try to reduce that debt as much as pos-
sible. The Democrats reduce more of
the national debt than the Republicans
do with President Bush’s approach.

We also believe it is naive to ignore
the reality that we will need to invest
more money in Medicare and Social Se-
curity. In 10 years, 53 million Ameri-
cans will be drawing Social Security as
a retirement. In 10 years, 43 million
Americans will rely on Medicare.

Should we spend money on those two
programs to reform them and make
them stronger? Absolutely. We know
that balloon payment is coming. The
Democrats set money aside so we can
make that investment when the baby
boomers arrive. We do not want to face
any sticker shock when it comes to the
expenses of those two invaluable social
programs in America.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
the floor now. I see my colleague, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, a cosponsor of this
amendment, is here to join me.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, may I
inquire as to what the time situation
is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 28 minutes 48 sec-
onds.

Mr. BENNETT. And on the other
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
other side has 13 minutes 15 seconds.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, may I
be notified when there are only 13 min-
utes left on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will notify the Senator from
Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair.
AMENDMENT NO. 216, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment be modified. I send a modifica-
tion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 2, line 17, decrease the amount by
$31,140,000,000.

On page 2, line 18, decrease the amount by
$10,606,000,000.

On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$31,140,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$10,606,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by
$0.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
listened with interest to the state-
ments of the Senator from Illinois, who
says we need to kick-start the econ-
omy. He went on at great length
quoting Senator DOMENICI and Presi-
dent Bush about how we absolutely
need to do this, perhaps ignoring the
statement by the Senator from Okla-
homa that my amendment includes the
amounts he says will kick-start the
economy.

The issue is not, Do we both agree
that there must be something to kick-
start the economy? The issue is wheth-
er or not, having kick-started it, we
then try to kill it at the back end.

Let’s make no mistake about what
this amendment is about. This amend-
ment is not about stimulating the
economy in the short run, because Re-
publicans and Democrats agree, and
my amendment has exactly the same
numbers in it as the amendment on the
other side. The disagreement is on
what happens on the back end.

In the name of stimulating the econ-
omy in the short term, they want to
kill the tax cut in the long term. That
is what this is about. It may be
couched in other kinds of rhetoric, but
basically this is a further attempt on
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the part of the Democrats in the Sen-
ate to see to it that President Bush
will not get his tax cut, so that the
headline in the Washington Post will
be ‘‘Bush Suffers A Defeat.’’ That is
what they are after. This is not about
the economy. This is not about paying
heating bills for poor people in Illinois.
This is about the political victory of
the Senate Democrats to get the head-
line that says ‘‘Bush Suffers A Defeat.’’

Look at the numbers. The total ef-
fect of the underlying amendment, to
which my amendment is a second de-
gree, would be to cut, over a 10-year pe-
riod, the total size of the tax cut by
$418 billion. Right now, if the Harkin
amendment is not overturned on recon-
sideration, the tax cut has been scaled
down from the $1.6 trillion President
Bush asked for to $1.1 trillion. If this
amendment passes, that will be scaled
down further to $746 billion, which is
below the number the Democratic lead-
er offered in the first place as the log-
ical size of the tax cut.

This is a stealth attempt to make
sure, in the name of stimulating the
economy, that the tax cut gets cut, and
cut, and cut.

I suggest that there are other amend-
ments lying in the weeds which, added
to this one, will bring it down even
lower than the 746. That is a prophecy;
prophecies can be wrong. One thing is
not wrong is the 746 number. If the un-
derlying amendment passes, the total
size of the tax cut is cut to 746. That is
what this is all about.

We talk about stimulating the econ-
omy, and we need to do it now. Once
again, my amendment has exactly the
same numbers the underlying amend-
ment has. Make no mistake: We are
not debating stimulating the economy.
We are debating eviscerating the Bush
tax cut.

I wish I had this better than second-
hand. It was reported to a group of us
yesterday. The source given was Alan
Blinder. I am prepared to be corrected
if it is wrong. It makes sense. It is
right, and I will share it with the Sen-
ate with those caveats around it.

Alan Blinder said, if you want to
stimulate the economy and you pass a
long-term rate structure reduction, the
net benefit is 1, whatever 1 is. We are
on a scale now. If you do a quick fix
kind of stimulus, the net benefit to the
economy is, compared to 1, .5. If you do
a complete rebate of sending out
checks, the net effect on the economy
is .3.

We are willing to talk about some-
thing that, on the scale I have just de-
scribed, would be a .5, but we are not
willing to sacrifice the 1 in order to do
it. We are not willing to kill the most
fundamental and beneficial stimulus
for the economy, long term as well as
short term, in the name of a short-
term stimulus that makes for good
speeches but bad economics.

We hear a lot of class warfare rhet-
oric. We heard it again from the Sen-
ator from Illinois: We must take care
of the little people; we must do some-

thing, not for the rich, we must do
something for the people at the bot-
tom.

Every time we have had testimony
before the Banking Committee, on
which I sit, or the Joint Economic
Committee, on which I am now vice
chairman, from Chairman Greenspan
or other distinguished economists, the
question comes up: Who benefits the
most when the economy is sound and
doing well? The answer is always: The
people at the bottom.

The best thing we can do for the peo-
ple at the bottom is see to it that the
economy is structurally sound and
growing. The best stimulus is to see
that the people who control capital
have confidence in the future. They
will start making the capital invest-
ments that create the jobs. They will
start putting in place the structural
pattern that they have interrupted be-
cause they have lost confidence. And
that can come by the passage of the
Bush tax cut, which may or may not
have any immediate stimulation in
terms of the people in Illinois the Sen-
ator refers to, but will have the kind of
impact that will produce both short-
term stimulus and long-term stability.

That is what this debate is all about.
Are we going to get excited about the
short-term stimulus being the only
thing to do and kill the long-term sta-
bility on the basis that we don’t know
what the numbers are going to be? Or
are we going to do both in a prudent
fashion?

I hear a lot of talk about the heating
bills. I suggest to the Senator from Illi-
nois and other Senators that if they
want to deal with heating bills, they
ought to deal with the energy crisis
and not try to fiddle round with taxes.
But that is another debate for another
time.

Let me address one other point that
keeps coming up. We must pay down
the national debt. Both sides want to
pay down the national debt. Let us not
pretend that is an exclusively Demo-
cratic position or an exclusively Re-
publican position. Let’s not go through
the motions of saying we are the ones
who want to pay down the national
debt. Let’s ask the question: How much
national debt can we prudently pay
down?

Once again, the numbers make it
clear that the Bush tax proposal is a
prudent and intelligent attack on the
national debt that will bring us to the
place where we want to be in an intel-
ligent fashion.

I spent some time with officials from
the Treasury Department. I don’t have
time in this debate to go into it in de-
tail; I will at some future point. These
officials, quite frankly, if we want to
put a political cast on it, are holdovers
from the Clinton administration. I got
the numbers directly from the Treas-
ury. I didn’t get them from a col-
umnist. I didn’t get them filtered
through staff. I got them directly from
Clinton-appointed officials at the
Treasury Department. I am absolutely

satisfied that the level of debt being
paid down by the Bush tax cut is pru-
dent and fits perfectly with the num-
bers they have given us.

These numbers are reality. These
numbers are not projections. These
numbers are very clear. We don’t have
time now, in the restricted agreement
we have, for me to go into these num-
bers in any great length.

Fundamentally, we must understand
this. If we pay down the debt too rap-
idly, we will have to go to holders of
the debt that are not yet maturing and
say: Will you give us the opportunity
to pay you in advance? For that, we
need to pay them a premium.

Right now, 42 percent of the debt is
held by foreign sources. The largest
chunk of that is held in Japan. This
has been going up dramatically. People
say: Does that mean foreigners are
buying more of our debt? No. It means
the debt is being paid down among
American holders, and foreign holders
are hanging onto it. That is why the
percentage of foreign holders of the
debt is going up. The total debt is
going down, but their total numbers
are staying about the same.

I don’t want to be in the position of
going to foreign holders of the debt and
saying to them we want to pay them a
premium to buy their debt back early,
just to satisfy some political rhetoric
and political points.

I conclude as I began. This is not a
debate about whether we will have a
short-term stimulus because the num-
bers in my amendment are identical to
the numbers in the Democratic amend-
ment. This is a debate about whether
or not we kill the Bush tax cut long
term. As long as we understand that, as
long as we understand that the effect
of the underlying amendment would be
to bring the size of the tax cut down
below the level the Democratic leader
has endorsed, we will understand what
we are talking about. Otherwise, we
will waste our time in rhetoric about
short-term stimulus, when there is, in
fact, no difference.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). The distinguished Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, will the
Chair inform us of the time remaining
on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 13 minutes
15 seconds. The distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma has 17 minutes 35 sec-
onds.

Mr. CONRAD. Does the Senator from
Oklahoma desire going now? The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has requested 5
minutes, 6 minutes. I would be pre-
pared to yield 6 minutes to the Senator
from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut is
recognized for 6 minutes and 15 sec-
onds.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
I thank my friend and colleague from
North Dakota.
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It seems to me as we deal with this

budget resolution and we think about
the condition of our economy and of
the Federal Government books, we
have a short-term need and a long-term
opportunity. The long-term oppor-
tunity is to constructively use the sur-
plus that the American people have
built up over the 1990s, to continue our
prosperity, to continue to act with fis-
cal responsibility, and to invest in the
seeds of growth in our economy so that
the private sector, which is where jobs
and growth are created, can in fact
continue the growth in this decade
that we had in the last decade.

We also clearly have a short-term
need. It has affected our longer-term
discussions because the obvious fact is
that the economy, after a period of un-
precedented growth, has now slowed.
My friend from Utah used the word
‘‘prophecy.’’ We all would like to
achieve some degree of it. I think it is
fair to say that none of us has clear
prophecy when it comes to our econ-
omy.

Now a $9 trillion economy is affected
every day by the decision of now 280
million people. We can’t predict what
they are going to do next week, let
alone 10 years from now.

The economy is slowing. We don’t
know how long this slowdown will last
or how deep it will go. That is why peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle and folks
in the administration are now talking
about trying to use part of the surplus
that we know will be there on October
1 of this year, when the books close for
the Federal Government on September
30, to use that to get some money out
into the economy—not with any con-
fidence that it is going to make every-
thing better in our economy but with
the confidence that it will help.

I spoke to a number of economists
before I worked on the proposal that
underlies the amendment that my
friend and colleague from Illinois and
the Democratic leader offered, of which
I am proud to be a cosponsor. I said to
these business leaders and economists:
What is a reasonable amount of money
for us to try to get into people’s pock-
ets right away, in the next couple of
months, to have an effect on the econ-
omy? Interestingly, the consensus was
$60 billion. That is a number that has
come up on both sides of the aisle in
the Senate and from the administra-
tion.

One business leader said economists
told him we could expect a multiplier
effect of 11⁄2 times so that we might—
actually, by putting $60 billion back
into the public’s pockets right away—
have a 11⁄2 times multiplier, or a $90 bil-
lion effect on the economy. That is 1
percent of the gross domestic product.
That would be a tremendous result and
a great lift out of the slowdown.

Other experts told us they have done
studies that, interestingly, have fo-
cused on what taxpayers do with a re-
fund check. I am sure the Chair will
not be surprised to hear that 70 percent
of those checks are spent within 3

months. It is different than having a
reduction in your withholding. It is a
check in hand. You may buy something
you have needed. Maybe you pay down
a bill. Maybe, if you are a young work-
er, you buy a CD or a new suit.

That is our short-term stimulus
package, and the most important part
of the amendment that is before the
Senate now is the last paragraph sent
to the Senate that ‘‘the levels in this
resolution assume that the Senate
should discharge H.R. 3 from the Com-
mittee on Finance’’—that is the tax
bill they sent over—‘‘strike all after
the enacting clause and insert the text
of the agreed upon $60 billion bipar-
tisan economic stimulus package,’’ in-
cluding an immediate economic stim-
ulus check for everyone in America
who pays payroll taxes or income
taxes.

That means everybody. If you don’t
make enough to pay an income tax, but
you are working and you have a lot of
money taken out of your paycheck
every week, every couple of weeks, you
get $300. How did we come to $300?
Take 200 million taxpayers and put
that into the $60 billion we want to get
into the economy. It comes out to $300
per taxpayer.

If you are older and you pay income
tax, but you don’t have payroll with-
drawals or deductions, you still get the
$300.

So the point of this amendment is
let’s do it now and help the economy
now. Let’s not have it said a year from
now that the Senate and the Congress
and the Government of the United
States fiddled while the American
economy was slowing down. One posi-
tive step we can take is to adopt this
amendment, substitute for the House
tax bill sent over here, get a $300 check
from the Federal Government into the
hands and wallets and pocketbooks of
the 200 million Americans who pay
payroll or income tax, and let them go
out and move this economy out of the
dip it is in now.

That is the vote we are casting. Don’t
hold short-term economic relief hos-
tage to the much more complicated,
long-term, controversial partisan de-
bate going on about how to spend the
surplus for the next 10 years. America
needs help now. Let’s do it. I yield the
floor.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, on my
time, may I ask the Senator from Con-
necticut a quick question? I ask unani-
mous consent that that be allowed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNETT. I ask the Senator
from Connecticut why he did not ad-
dress at all the impact of his amend-
ment on the President’s tax cut long
term. As I said in my remarks, the
amount in my amendment and the
amount in the Democratic amendment
for a short-term stimulus is exactly
the same. But the effect of the Demo-
cratic amendment would be to cut the
total amount of the Bush tax cut down
to $746 billion. I ask the Senator from

Connecticut why he did not comment
on that effect, and if he has a comment
now.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator from Utah. I did not comment be-
cause, for me, the distinguishing factor
in this amendment is the short-term
economic stimulus and the particular
method to achieve it, which is spelled
out here, which is the substitute for
the House tax bill. Those who framed
the amendment consistently linked it
with the long-term tax cut that, as you
know, most Democrats propose because
we think it is more fiscally responsible.

Mr. President, if I may return the
question, is the Senator from Utah pre-
pared to separate the short-term fiscal
stimulus? Again, I think across the
aisle we agree that $60 billion is the
number. We may disagree about how to
distribute it—to separate that from the
longer term, 10-year discussion about
how to divide the surplus.

Mr. NICKLES. Regular order, Mr.
President.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
would be happy to discuss that with
the Senator, but the Senator from
Oklahoma is asking for the regular
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the regular order, the Senator from
Oklahoma controls the time.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues, Democrats and Repub-
licans, to reject the Durbin amend-
ment. The Durbin amendment reduces
the overall size of the tax bill. It stands
at $1.6 trillion. An amendment they of-
fered last night reduced it by $448 bil-
lion. This amendment reduces it by an-
other $418 billion. In other words,
eliminating over half of President
Bush’s tax cut. If you want to make
news, go ahead. You got a nice head-
line: ‘‘Senate Democrats Cut Bush Tax
Bill By a Third.’’ My compliments.
Now they want to go further and re-
duce the tax bill even below what the
leaders recommend and adopt the Dur-
bin amendment. If we adopt the Durbin
amendment we will have a stimulus—I
love my friend and colleague from Con-
necticut who says we want a stimulus.
There is a little stimulus in the front,
but there are a whole lot of tax in-
creases in the back.

There is tax cut, in the Durbin
amendment, in the first 2 years. My
friend and colleague from Utah , wants
to match those figures and give at
least that much of a tax cut in the first
2 years. What you don’t read in the rest
of the amendment is that Democrats
increase taxes all the way through for
every other year. The net impact of it
is to increase taxes from the under-
lying resolution by $418 billion.

Senate Democrats, and one or two of
our colleagues voted yesterday to cut
the President’s tax bill by $448 billion.
This amendment cuts it by another
$418 billion. That is a net tax reduction
that is less than what many people on
the Democrat side said they would sup-
port. But they want to do it under the
guise of moving it up a little bit more
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in a few years without hardly any tax
cuts later. Maybe that is the size of the
tax reduction some people want.

They act as if they are writing a tax
bill, which you cannot do on the floor
of the Senate in the budget resolution.
And their argument is that this is
going to stimulate the economy. Why
don’t you just fly over a stadium and
drop money out of an airplane? That
will stimulate the economy as well.
They want to turn a tax bill into a
spending program, without regard to
who paid the taxes, or a tax cut for
taxpayers. We want to gut the Presi-
dent’s tax bill. That is what this is
really all about.

The tax bill they are proposing is fa-
tally flawed and should not pass, but
that will be discussed and dealt with in
a bipartisan manner in the Finance
Committee. I am absolutely certain
the proposal they have made would
never, should never, and will never pass
Congress. Giving everybody $300—and
now that has been raised to $450—is not
going to happen.

The real purpose of the amendment is
to reduce President Bush’s tax cut. It
was already reduced yesterday to $1.15
trillion over 10 years. Now they want
to take another $418 billion out.

The net result would be a tax reduc-
tion over 10 years of $746 billion at a
time when we have surpluses estimated
to be $5.6 trillion. In other words, let us
give President Bush less than half of
what he asked for. That is what this
amendment does.

The net impact of this amendment is
to have a net tax cut over the 10 years
of President Bush’s proposal of $746 bil-
lion. That is basically 45 percent of
what President Bush originally re-
quested. We cannot and will not let
this happen.

In the last couple of days, my friends
on the Democratic side have offered
five amendments to have higher taxes
and higher spending. They won on one
of them yesterday. I consider that a
setback, and I hope to repair that dam-
age before we are done by tomorrow
night.

This amendment doubly complicates
it. Yesterday we adopted the Harkin
amendment and we increased taxes
from the underlying budget resolution
of $448 billion. This increases taxes an
additional $418 billion on top of the
Harkin amendment.

I urge my colleagues not to go down
this road. This would be a serious mis-
take. The tax proposal that was out-
lined would be a very serious mistake.
Let us work together and see if we can-
not have a tax cut and do some positive
things to stimulate the economy.

My friend from Utah, Senator BEN-
NETT, has articulately stated that we
will come up with more money in the
upfront years. We want to do it. We
have been trying to do it. Our budget
resolution has $60 billion in 2001.

We only have a few months left in
2001. We can increase year 2002 by $31
billion. That is what the amendment of
my colleague from Utah says. We will

match that and also increase the level
in 2003 by $11 billion. We will have that
amount of additional tax relief in the
upfront years.

What I disagree with in the Conrad
amendment is, other than the first two
lines which cut taxes, there are dozens
of lines that increase taxes. Two lines
cut taxes up front, but all the rest of
the lines increase taxes to a net total
of $418 billion.

They adopted an amendment yester-
day to reduce the tax cut by $448 bil-
lion. If we adopt the Durbin amend-
ment, we will also reduce the tax cut
by another $418 billion. That is a total
reduction of President Bush’s under-
lying budget of $866 billion, and total
tax increases they have adopted in the
last 2 days. That would be a serious
mistake, and I urge my colleagues,
Democrats and Republicans, to say
that is not enough. Taxpayers are pay-
ing enormous surpluses, and President
Bush gives one-fourth of that back to
taxpayers. The taxpayers are paying in
the entire surplus, and we are saying
taxpayers: We are going to let you keep
a fourth of it. The Democrats are say-
ing: No, no, maybe one-eighth; not
quite an eighth; maybe the taxpayers
get to keep one-eighth. Then they want
to give it to people who filed a return,
whether they paid taxes or not. I dis-
agree with that totally and completely
and urge my colleagues to vote no on
the Durbin amendment and vote yes on
Senator BENNETT’s amendment. They
will be voted on at some point later
today.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan is
recognized.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes off the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
will speak first about the broader per-
spective of what we have been doing on
this resolution. The President of the
United States put forth a budget and
tax cut that basically said if you take
Medicare and Social Security surpluses
off the table, every penny of available
on-budget surplus is used for a tax cut
geared to the wealthiest Americans,
hopefully trickling down.

We argue instead of doing that, we
definitely need to protect Medicare and
Social Security. Because the President
uses all non-Medicare and Social Secu-
rity money for his tax cut, he then
spends Medicare; he moves all of the
Medicare trust fund into spending.

We say, no, protect Medicare and So-
cial Security and then let us do a bal-
anced approach. Let us use a third of
what is projected—hopefully it will
happen—for a tax cut, and that is what
this amendment does. It reserves a
third for a tax cut, putting a stimulus
on the front end so we can help the
economy with money in people’s pock-
ets right now. Let us use a third for

debt reduction, looking at long-term
debt—and possibly if the surpluses do
not materialize, that is our hedge so we
do not go into further debt—and let us
use a third for critical investments in
our people—education, lowering the
cost of prescription drugs.

My concern with the comments of
my friend from Utah, as a member of
the Budget Committee and talking
about paying down the debt, is I have
heard over and over, as the President
has said, we cannot put more than $2
trillion into paying down the debt. We
have to leave $1.2 trillion. It cannot be
any lower than that.

In the Budget Committee, we heard
from more than one speaker that $2.6
trillion will naturally, between now
and 2011, become available. We will be
able to redeem $2.6 trillion just by al-
lowing it to come to maturity over the
next 11 years.

That is very different than what we
are hearing today. Chairman Green-
span came to the Budget Committee
and indicated a difference of opinion
with the President saying that we
could, in fact, pay down more debt
than what is in the President’s budget.
We support what Chairman Greenspan
is talking about, with those who man-
aged the money directly for the past
administration. We support the posi-
tion of allowing the $2.6 trillion to ma-
ture over the next 11 years. We can do
a better job of paying down the debt.

We put money in people’s pockets in
three ways: We give them a tax cut,
which I strongly support—not only an
immediate stimulus, but a long-term
tax cut—we pay down the debt, which
puts money in people’s pockets by low-
ering their mortgage payment, car pay-
ment, and college loan, and other costs
people have, and finally, we stimulate
the economy so people have a job,
which is the most important way we
put money in people’s pockets.

I urge we support the Durbin amend-
ment and oppose the amendment of my
good friend from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the distinguished Senator from
Michigan has expired.

The distinguished Senator from Utah
is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. How much time is
available on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 7 minutes 56 sec-
onds.

Mr. BENNETT. I yield myself 31⁄2
minutes and reserve the remainder of
the time for the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. President, the senior Senator
from Texas has a great line. He says:
Don’t argue about facts; look them up.
You can argue about opinions, but do
not argue about facts.

The former senior Senator from New
York, Mr. Moynihan, used to say: Ev-
erybody is entitled to his own opinions
but not to his own facts. That is why I
went to the Treasury Department to
try to get the facts on the debt. I have
heard people quote this, quote that. I
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went to the people who manage the
debt. They said to me, as they began
the conversation: We have been man-
aging debt for over 200 years. We know
how to do it.

I have the numbers. I will be glad to
discuss them with any Senator. Fun-
damentally, this is what it comes down
to: The amount in the next 10 years of
national debt that cannot be paid off
without paying a premium, factually,
is roughly $800 billion. Alan Greenspan,
before the Budget Committee, talked
about 70-something. I round up to $800
billion. The Treasury agrees with that
number. However, they say we cannot
go to that absolute number because we
have to have some debt to help cash
management.

If I can put it in the context of a fam-
ily, you may have paid off all your
mortgages and paid off all your debt,
but the paycheck and the bills don’t al-
ways correspond exactly in time, so
you pay the bills with a credit card,
which is debt. You may pay the credit
card completely off every 30 days, but
you have some debt to manage your
cash situation, and the Treasury does.
I said: How much money are we talking
about? And these Treasury officials
who have no political ax to grind said:
We have to have about another $300 bil-
lion for cash management purposes on
top of the amount of debt Alan Green-
span was talking about. If you add 800
to 300 you get $1.1 trillion, which is the
number President Bush has been talk-
ing about.

Those are the facts. We can look
them up. We can have differences of
opinion on everything else, but let’s
not keep fudging those facts.

The President’s proposal with respect
to debt paydown is the responsible,
proper proposal. It should not be factu-
ally challenged.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from New Mexico is
recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
think this has been an excellent discus-
sion and debate this afternoon. I will
summarize it my way.

If this amendment is adopted, the so-
called stimulus package from the other
side, then the tax cut proposed by our
President would be reduced to $746 bil-
lion. Understand, just doing the arith-
metic, we would have taken $854 billion
of the President’s tax cut and wiped it
out. Imagine, in the name of an eco-
nomic stimulus package, we reduce
that which stimulates the economy by
$854 billion.

I say to Senators on both sides, if you
have been worrying about taking more
and more away from the President’s
tax cut, you have a real humdinger on
your platter. This, combined with oth-
ers, will make the President’s tax
package $746 billion, which is $854 bil-
lion less than he asked for—and he
thinks he is giving us a stimulus pack-
age. We are saying $60 billion up front
and $1.6 trillion over time, with mar-
ginal rate deductions, marriage tax

penalty, child care credits, and the
other things. We say that is exactly
what the American economy needs as a
stimulus, short and long term. In the
name of an economic stimulus pack-
age, the tax cuts to the American peo-
ple are reduced by more than one-half,
more than 50 percent.

Once again, Americans, if you have
been sitting around thinking maybe
Congress will do something right,
maybe they will give us back some of
our money, over half of it disappears.
Between this amendment and a pre-
vious Democrat amendment they have
taken more than half of what you
might have expected. It is out the win-
dow. It is gone, gone at the altar of an
alleged stimulus package. This is just
following suit of almost every amend-
ment offered: Baucus Medicare, higher
taxes, $156 billion; Johnson agriculture,
higher taxes, $88 billion; Harkin edu-
cation, $448 billion, higher taxes;
Landrieu, $93 billion more; Stabenow,
$14 billion more. Adding them up, $798
billion is how much they tried thus far
to reduce the tax cuts for the American
people.

Only one passed, Harkin, but it is
still under consideration, so I don’t
count it yet. Maybe it won’t pass.

Having said that, if I have any re-
maining time, I yield it to Senator
NICKLES.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend and leader.

I say to the American public, Senator
DOMENICI has done outstanding work
on a very difficult job. This is a tough
process. He was right. I mentioned on
the floor that the amendment that
passed last night is being reconsidered.
I don’t want to be so presumptive as to
say the $448 billion tax increase passed.
It made a step towards passing, but it
has not been finally passed. I appre-
ciate your correcting me on that be-
cause the Senator is right.

The amendment Senator DURBIN of-
fered would also increase taxes from
the existing resolution, $418 billion. If
you add the two together, it is $866 bil-
lion, well over half of the President’s
proposed tax reduction. I thank my
friend and colleague. The Harkin
amendment has not yet been adopted,
but if it is, and a lot of people are
working on the assumption that it is
because it got an affirmative vote yes-
terday, the combined impact would be
$866 billion, and 55 percent of President
Bush’s tax proposal just went out the
door.

That is not the way to stimulate the
economy. That is the point my col-
league and friend from New Mexico and
Utah were making. I thank them for
that. I urge my colleagues to vote no
on the Durbin amendment and vote in
favor of Senator BENNETT’s amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Michigan is
recognized.

Ms. STABENOW. On behalf of Sen-
ator CONRAD, I yield myself the re-
maining time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. First, no one is
talking about raising taxes. No one on
either side is talking about raising
taxes. We are talking about a budget
for next year and conceivably for 10
years. What are the values and the pri-
orities of the American people? That is
what we are talking about in this dis-
cussion.

I suggest when we look at the Presi-
dent’s proposal, if we lock up Social
Security and Medicare, we have $2.5
trillion to make decisions about values
and priorities of the American people.
The President’s tax cut, when added
up, takes every penny. There is zero for
education increases, zero for prescrip-
tion drug coverage, and we all have
heard why we need to be doing this.

Unfortunately, in the President’s
budget, in order to pay for spending,
Medicare is used because there is noth-
ing left after his tax cut. He takes
Medicare out of the lockbox and spends
it.

We are suggesting and addressing the
need for long-term stimulus. It ad-
dresses the need to protect Social Se-
curity and Medicare, provide a tax cut,
short-term stimulus. We all support a
long-term tax cut. Pay down the debt
to the maximum amount and make
sure we have critical investments to
allow the economy to proceed. That is
the debate.

Yes, we have a fundamental dif-
ference. We are not willing to touch
Medicare and Social Security. We say
hands off Medicare, hands off Social
Security completely. Let’s make sure
we are paying down the debt. Let’s
make sure we give tax cuts. Let’s make
sure we invest in the priorities of the
American people.

We can do all of it if we do it the
right way. As I said before, there is
more than one way to put money in
people’s pockets. We can put it in their
pockets through a tax cut, and the
stimulus Senator DURBIN is talking
about is exactly what is needed in
order to stimulate this economy. Then
we can focus on longer term tax cuts.
It allows us to pay down maximum
debt. That puts money in people’s
pockets because they can refinance
that mortgage and that car payment.
And it allows us to invest in critical
needs without touching the Medicare
trust fund.

That is what we are arguing. I
strongly encourage my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support the
short-term economic stimulus that will
allow us to protect the Medicare trust
fund and that will allow us to pay down
the maximum amount of debt. Then we
will work together, no question about
it, to continue to provide tax relief
that is focused particularly on middle-
class taxpayers, small businesses, fam-
ily farmers. We want to work together
to be able to do that and make sure we
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are reflecting the true values and pri-
orities of the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD a table that shows the tax
reduction Senator DURBIN offers in the
first 2 years and the tax increases he
has in the years 2004 through 2011,
which net a total tax increase, com-
pared to the underlying resolution, of
$418 billion for a net tax of $746, assum-
ing the budget resolution was amended
by Senator HARKIN. I want this to be in
the RECORD so everyone can see the
total evisceration of the Bush tax cut
should this amendment be agreed to. I
ask unanimous consent to have that
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DURBIN AMENDMENT

Conrad tax
increase

Tax cuts
(current sta-

tus)
After Durbin

2001 ..................................... — 0.2 0
2002 ..................................... 31 29.3 60
2003 ..................................... 11 50.5 61
2004 ..................................... (12) 74.2 62
2005 ..................................... (33) 97.5 64
2006 ..................................... (57) 125.7 68
2007 ..................................... (68) 141.5 74
2008 ..................................... (73) 149.2 76
2009 ..................................... (71) 154.8 84
2010 ..................................... (80) 170.3 90
2011 ..................................... (65) 170.5 106

Total ........................ (418) 1,164 746

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the document I have in
my hand be printed in the RECORD im-
mediately following the table Senator
NICKLES placed in the RECORD regard-
ing the Durbin amendment now before
this body.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DURBIN AMENDMENT

Conrad tax
decrease

Tax cuts
(current sta-

tus)
After Durbin

2001 ..................................... ..................... 0.2 0
2002 ..................................... 31 29.3 60
2003 ..................................... 11 50.5 61
2004 ..................................... (12) 74.2 62
2005 ..................................... (33) 97.5 64
2006 ..................................... (57) 125.7 68
2007 ..................................... (68) 141.5 74
2008 ..................................... (73) 149.2 76
2009 ..................................... (71) 154.8 84
2010 ..................................... (80) 170.3 90
2011 ..................................... (65) 170.5 106

Total ........................ (418) 1,164 746

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of
Senator CONRAD, I yield to Senator
STABENOW 1 minute off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I re-
iterate, we are in the process of deter-
mining the priorities for the country.
No one is talking about a tax cut. This
amendment would provide an imme-
diate stimulus this year. President
Bush’s tax cut for the most part does
not take effect for 6 years. We then
want to take the next step and work
together on a long-term tax package.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
for 3 minutes off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I under-
stand once again today there has been
talk that somebody here is for a tax in-
crease. Nobody is for a tax increase. All
the proposals on both sides of the aisle
are for significant tax cuts. The funda-
mental difference here is on the ques-
tion of how much debt reduction we do.

On our side we think there ought to
be more debt reduction than is being
proposed on the other side. We have a
total of $3.65 trillion of the $5.6 trillion
projected surplus set aside for short-
term and long-term debt reduction.
President Bush is setting aside $2 tril-
lion. So we have nearly twice as much
set aside for debt reduction as does the
President. He has a tax cut that is
about twice as big as ours. That is the
fundamental difference between the
two sides.

I understand Senator BENNETT said
you can’t do more debt reduction than
the President proposes. That is just not
so. We had detailed testimony before
the Senate Budget Committee by the
man who ran the debt reduction pro-
gram in the U.S. Treasury Department
under the previous administration. He
says you can reduce far more of the na-
tional debt than the Bush administra-
tion is calling for. In fact, President
Bush says you can only reduce the pub-
licly held debt by $2 trillion. Mr.
Gensler, who was in charge of the debt
reduction program in the previous ad-
ministration, pointed out that $2.6 tril-
lion of the debt actually comes due
during this 10-year period. You can
eliminate all of that. That is $2.6 tril-
lion instead of the $2 trillion the Presi-
dent says is available for debt reduc-
tion. But even more than that, we did
a detailed cashflow analysis.

I yield myself an additional minute
off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. We did a detailed
cashflow analysis of debt reduction.
What we found is—this is the Presi-
dent’s line, the green line. That saves
$2 trillion—reduces the publicly held
debt by $2 trillion.

The red line is our publicly held debt
reduction line. It would reduce publicly
held debt—publicly held debt is cur-
rently $3.4 trillion. It would reduce
that debt by $2.9 trillion—$900 billion
more than the President’s plan.

This line shows the unredeemable
debt line. What this chart reveals is
there is absolutely no problem of cash
buildup, even if you use $2.9 trillion to
reduce publicly held debt.

I yield myself an additional 2 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Somebody watching
me may be very quick with figures and
say: Gee, Senator CONRAD is saying the

Democrats believe you can reduce $2.9
trillion of the $3.4 trillion publicly held
debt. But on his previous chart he
showed the Democrats have reserved
$3.65 trillion for debt reduction. How
can both those things be true?

Simply, they are both accurate, they
are both true, because we are dealing
with short-term debt and long-term
debt. The short-term debt is the pub-
licly held debt, which is $3.4 trillion.
We would pay that down by $2.9 tril-
lion. But, in addition to that, we re-
serve $750 billion more for long-term
debt reduction. The long term-debt
that is building, that our Federal ac-
counting system does not take account
of because of the long-term unfunded
liability for Social Security and Medi-
care, we set aside $750 billion for that
purpose. The other side does not set
aside a single penny—not a dime—for
the long-term debt that is building for
this country.

That is the fundamental difference
between our two sides. We believe we
ought to pay down more of the short-
term and long-term debt and have less
of a tax cut. It is still a substantial tax
cut, one that would permit rate reduc-
tions, reform of the estate tax, and also
address the marriage penalty.

That is the fundamental difference. I
do not want to lose sight of it in the
bric-a-brac and the back and forth.
That is the best summary I can pro-
vide.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the distinguished Senator has ex-
pired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Parliamentary
inquiry: It is part of the unanimous
consent agreement that Senator
WYDEN and I have 15 minutes equally
divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 240

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I have an amendment I send to the
desk. It is an amendment proposed by
myself, my colleague Senator WYDEN,
Senator BAUCUS, Senator KENNEDY,
Senator SNOWE, and Senator
SANTORUM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] for
himself and Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
KENNEDY, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. SANTORUM,
proposes an amendment numbered 240.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I ask unani-
mous consent the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To increase mandatory spending in

the Health function by $28,000,000,000 over
Fiscal Year 2002, Fiscal Year 2003, and Fis-
cal Year 2004 for proposals that would ex-
pand health insurance coverage to the un-
insured, targeting funding for those who
need it most, combining public and private
coverage options to efficiently target the
uninsured, avoiding creating new bureauc-
racies, promoting state flexibility, pro-
tecting employer-based coverage systems,
providing a meaningful, affordable health
insurance benefit to the uninsured, empha-
sizing enrollment and not just eligibility,
and without taking funding from the HI
Trust Fund)
On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 28, line 23, increase the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 28, line 24, increase the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 29, line 2, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 29, line 3, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 29, line 6, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 29, line 7, increase the amount by

$10,000,000,000.
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by

$18,000,000,000.
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by

$28,000,000,000.
On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by

$8,000,000,000.
On page 6, line 9, increase the amount by

$18,000,000,000.
On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by

$28,000,000,000.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
when I go home to Oregon I am often
asked what is the biggest surprise I
have had as a Senator. I often and
without any hesitation answer that my
biggest surprise is that one of my clos-
est friendships in the Senate, and one
of the most constructive relationships
I have in the Senate, is with my former
opponent, the senior Senator from Or-
egon, RON WYDEN. After I was elected
to replace Mark Hatfield, he and I be-
came more than colleagues; we became
friends, confidants, and worked every
year to try to establish an agenda that
helps and serves the interests of our
State as well as our country.

This year we have followed that tra-
dition, announced a bipartisan agenda,
toured our State with seven joint
townhalls, and tried to listen to the
people as to what they wanted. We
heard many things. We heard, ‘‘Tax
cuts.’’ I am for President Bush’s tax
cut. I make no apology for that.

I believe our economy needs that. I
believe our country needs help. I be-

lieve we need to be reminded that we
are a democratic free enterprise soci-
ety and not a democratic socialist soci-
ety.

But having said that, I believe, using
the surpluses we are bountifully
blessed with, there are things we can
and should do.

In Oregon, we have a proud tradition
of caring for the underprivileged and
the uninsured. I was a State senator
when we set about funding the Oregon
Health Plan. We accomplished that,
but the job is not done in helping the
uninsured.

It seems to me appropriate that in a
time when we are looking to cut sub-
stantial taxes from the paychecks of
the American people that we should
take time to help those who also work
but who do not enjoy some of the ba-
sics of American living, which is health
care.

There are 170 million Americans who
enjoy the best health care in the world.
They are Americans. But of our Amer-
ican citizens, there are 43 million who
have no health insurance. Many of
those folks are working Americans as
well.

But Senator WYDEN and I propose,
along with the bipartisan coalition, to
provide in this budget $28 billion over 3
years to further narrow that gap of the
uninsured.

Our plan will build on past actions to
give 15 million to 20 million of these
uninsured Americans access to afford-
able quality health insurance without
creating huge new Government pro-
grams.

First, our plan will give businesses
incentives to make quality health in-
surance more affordable to their low-
income workers. Our plan will give
businesses a tax credit if they chip in
more to offer quality health care to
their low-income employees. Many
low-wage employees are working hard,
but we are having trouble paying the
full amount for health insurance.

Second, our plan will extend Med-
icaid coverage to more low-income
Americans. Many low-income adults
who cannot afford or are not offered
private health insurance would now be
eligible under this proposal for Med-
icaid coverage.

Finally, we will give the State the
option to extend the highly successful
CHIP program, or the SCHIP program,
the State Children’s Health Insurance
Program. We will work to extend these
benefits to the parents of these chil-
dren.

We are trying to say in this great so-
ciety that we can narrow this unin-
sured gap. I believe if we can’t do it
now, we will never be able to do it.

Senator WYDEN and I are bringing to-
gether an extraordinary coalition be-
tween liberals and conservatives. I am
referring to the Families U.S.A., which
is a group of folks who are trying to
advance the cause of the uninsured.

Also, the Health Insurance Associa-
tion of America, a very conservative
group, has come together behind what

Senator WYDEN and I are trying to give
voice to.

I appreciate the chance to offer this
amendment. I urge its adoption and, if
not by unanimous consent, that it be
overwhelmingly approved.

I believe it will be a very nice compo-
nent of President Bush’s effort to ex-
tend some passion and conservatism to
the American people.

I yield the remainder of my time to
my colleague, Senator WYDEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon is rec-
ognized.

Mr. WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

First, I commend my colleague and
thank him for the opportunity to work
with him on this bipartisan agenda. I
commend him for a very fine state-
ment this afternoon as well.

Each night more than 43 million
Americans go to bed without basic
health coverage knowing that a serious
illness could wipe their family out.
These are Americans who aren’t old
enough for Medicare. They aren’t poor
enough for Medicaid. Very often they
work as small businesses. And yet in a
country as strong and good as ours we
have not made sure that they have ac-
cess to basic health coverage.

In my view, for the Congress not to
respond now at a time when there are
layoffs, at a time when there is great
fragility in our economy, for this Con-
gress not to respond to the needs of the
uninsured is, in my view, nothing short
of government malpractice.

This amendment ensures, with the
$28 billion that would be provided for
mandatory spending, that the Senate
Finance Committee could develop a
program that would allow for public
and private options. There are many in
the business community who argue—
and I think correctly so—that there
are a variety of approaches with em-
ployer-based health care coverage that
makes sense. This amendment would
allow for that. There are advocates for
the low income who argue—and I think
correctly so—that we ought to be
spending for important programs like
my colleague mentioned, the CHIP pro-
gram. Senator KENNEDY, for example,
has done yeoman and exceptional work
in trying to extend coverage for adults
whose children are on Medicaid. And
yet those adults, for example, who
might work at a small business lack
coverage. This proposal would make
that possible. We would have a chance
to cover those individuals who are part
of what Senator KENNEDY has correctly
termed ‘‘family care.’’

In my view, this proposal represents
an opportunity for a major break-
through on the health care issue which
unfortunately to a great extent has
been deadlocked since the downfall of
the discussion over the Clinton health
care plan.

In my view, with this amendment it
will be possible to provide immediate
relief to millions of our citizens
through public and private options and
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at the same time build a foundation for
a longer term approach that, again,
looks to both the private and the pub-
lic sector to fill in these gaps in Amer-
ican health care.

I particularly want to thank Senator
KENNEDY and Senator BAUCUS. They
have been leaders in our party in the
development of advocacy for these in-
dividuals.

Senator CONRAD and his staff have
been exceptionally helpful as well in
ensuring that this amendment was
crafted so that it would not in any way
allow for a raid of the health insurance
trust fund.

I will tell you, Mr. President, since
my days when I was codirector of the
Gray Panthers, I dreamed that I could
one day be part of a bipartisan effort to
really fill in the gaps in the American
health care system.

I thank my colleague, Senator SMITH,
for the opportunity to work with him.
These important breakthroughs for the
uninsured can, in fact, only be accom-
plished if they are bipartisan. I thank
him for the chance to work with him.

I yield the floor at this time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Michigan.
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, how

much time is remaining on the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has 2 minutes 43 sec-
onds; the other distinguished Senator
from Oregon has 3 minutes 16 seconds.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for a minute.
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am

happy to yield time to my friend from
Michigan, who has already shown that
she is going to be a tremendous advo-
cate for working families and seniors
on health. I am happy to yield to her.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to commend my colleagues for
their hard work. There is nothing more
urgent in a family’s life than the issue
of health care. I often think that if we
address this issue in as urgent a man-
ner as a family does when someone has
a health care problem, we would have
acted much more quickly. When there
is a health concern in a family, it
seems that the world stops until you
fix it or try to figure out how to help
your child or your parent or yourself.
We need to have that same sense of ur-
gency about health care in this Cham-
ber.

I commend my colleagues for their
work.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
join with my colleagues in support of
Mr. SMITH’s amendment to increase
funding in the Resolution by $28 billion
over fiscal year 2002 through 2004 for
the purpose of expanding health insur-
ance coverage to the uninsured. Yester-
day’s New York Times reported that
the President’s proposed budget, de-
tails of which we will not see until next
week, will suggest cuts of nearly 90
percent to programs that increase ac-
cess to health care for the uninsured.

That obviously is moving in exactly
the wrong direction.

I oppose the administration’s re-
ported plan to ‘‘phase out’’ the Com-
munity Access Program. The program
seeks to reduce the number of unin-
sured through integrated, comprehen-
sive health care delivery systems. I
also am troubled that the Administra-
tion seems to undervalue one of the
most important components of any
health care safety net—quality care.
We need to continue to train health
professionals to ensure that every pa-
tient receives the quality care he or
she deserves. Moreover, we need to
make sure we have enough health pro-
fessionals in every part of this country
so that no one is denied access to care
because of where they live. According
to New York Times, however, the
White House position is that there is
‘‘an oversupply of doctors.’’ The truth
is there are great disparities in the dis-
tribution of health professionals in this
country. The majority of the country’s
counties experience shortages in health
professionals and are medically under-
served areas.

I support the Smith amendment.
This funding will help. But we need to
go further. We need quality care for all,
which means universal health care cov-
erage. I intend to introduce the Health
Security for All Americans Act fol-
lowing this Easter recess. Every Amer-
ican should have quality health care
coverage. Meanwhile, the Administra-
tion’s proposals to cut the Community
Access Program, flat-line funding for
the care of people living with AIDS and
HIV, and cut into funding for the train-
ing of our health professionals take us
in the wrong direction. This amend-
ment improves the Resolution.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in
support of this amendment that has a
very simple purpose: to increase man-
datory health spending by $28 billion to
increase health insurance coverage.

This is a matter of great national ur-
gency. Today, nearly 33 million adults
and 10 million children go without
health care coverage. That’s 18 percent
of all Americans. And despite record
employment and a booming economy
over the past decade, over eighty per-
cent of the uninsured are in working
families.

Quite simply, we cannot afford to be
complacent. Both the nation and indi-
viduals pay a penalty for the lack of
health insurance. Indeed, one of the
most deeply disturbing is that health
care costs more for the uninsured!

According to a recent New York
Times article, because ‘‘health insur-
ance companies insist on hefty dis-
counts’’ for their patients, there can be
‘‘extreme price disparities’’ between
what the uninsured are charged for
medical care and what people with in-
surance are charged.

For example, one internal medicine
specialist reported that the cost of his
bills for ‘‘routine exam[s]’’ can vary by
45 percent, with ‘‘the uninsured
pay[ing] the most’’ and those with in-

surance ‘‘pay[ing] much less than their
share.’’ As a result of such arrange-
ments, ‘‘some uninsured people strug-
gle for years to pay medical bills and
others put off seeing a doctor until
minor problems become major ones.’’

How might these funds be spent to
improve health insurance coverage?
One very promising approach is legisla-
tion that will be introduced shortly to
expand the SCHIP program to provide
health insurance coverage of parents of
children eligible for the program.

As I am sure many Members know, in
1997, under the leadership of Senators
KENNEDY and ROCKEFELLER, Senators
HATCH and the late John Chafee, Con-
gress created the State Children’s
Health Insurance Program, or ‘‘S–
CHIP.’’ Since SCHIP was launched just
3 short years ago, this Federal-State
partnership has provided health insur-
ance coverage to 3.3 million low-in-
come children. My home State of
Maine is justifiably proud of its Cub
Care program, covering 9,500 low-in-
come children.

What could be a greater priority of
our Nation than the health and well-
being of our children? What greater re-
sponsibility do we have as leaders and
adults? The fact of the matter is, if we
are to be stewards of the future, we
must be protectors of our children.
America’s children cannot grow up
strong if they do not grow up healthy.

But just as the early results are en-
couraging, we can and must do more.
Despite a team effort to enroll all eligi-
ble children, one-third of the remain-
ing 18,000 uninsured children in Maine
are currently eligible for coverage
under Medicaid or Cub Care, but aren’t
receiving the benefits. Nationwide, an
estimated 6.3 million additional chil-
dren who could be served by the pro-
gram remain unenrolled. Like a letter
mailed without an address, benefits
that aren’t delivered are benefits that
might as well not exist.

We must reach our goal of covering
all those who are eligible. The solution,
or the ‘‘key prescription’’ as one Maine
pediatrician said is health insurance
coverage for their parents.

Here is some evidence. Three of the
first States that provided coverage to
parents under Medicaid saw their cov-
erage of eligible children increase by 16
percent from 1990 to 1998, compared to
3 percent for States that didn’t cover
parents.

The bottom line is that parental cov-
erage means that children are more
likely to be enrolled in SCHIP; and
that means better access to medical
care.

Of course, there are many other pos-
sible avenues to improve health care
coverage. Indeed, no one solution is the
answer for all 43 million uninsured
Americans. But none of the options is
possible without funding.

I urge all Senators who believe as I
do that we must improve health insur-
ance coverage to vote for this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

VerDate 05-APR-2001 03:05 Apr 06, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G05AP6.051 pfrm02 PsN: S05PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3478 April 5, 2001
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,

it is my understanding that this may
be agreed to unanimously. But in the
event it is not, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. REID. Will the Senator with-
hold?

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I withhold.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Is all time expired on

the amendment?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has not yet expired. The Senator from
Oregon has 2 minutes 20 seconds; the
Senator from Oregon has 2 minutes 34
seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if the Sen-
ators would be prepared to yield back
their time.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I would be willing to yield back my
time. I was just asking, if necessary,
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not think it is
necessary. I think we are prepared now
to have a voice vote and accept the
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. That would be
fine.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I was al-
ways under the impression you ought
to quit while you are ahead. I yield my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 240.

The amendment (No. 240) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum and
ask unanimous consent it be charged
equally against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is
a unanimous consent agreement that
has been worked on by a wide variety
of Senators representing leadership on
both sides. I will propound it now.

I ask unanimous consent that time
from 3:30 p.m. today until 6:30 p.m. be
equally divided for the consideration of
Senator DOMENICI’s reconciliation in-
structions amendment; that all the
time on the budget resolution expire at
6:30 p.m. this evening; that when the
Senate votes in relation to the rec-
onciliation amendment, all remaining
amendments be limited to 30 minutes
each.

I further ask unanimous consent that
any votes ordered on remaining amend-
ments to the budget resolution be
stacked to occur following the vote on
or in relation to Senator DOMENICI’s
reconciliation amendment at 6:30 p.m.,
with 2 minutes prior to each vote for
explanation.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the first-degree amendments to be of-
fered by the minority and majority
leaders be the last two amendments in
order prior to the vote on the sub-
stitute and the vote on adoption of the
concurrent resolution, that they be of-
fered in the order listed above and they
not be subject to any second-degree
amendments.

I further ask that following the dis-
position of the amendments by the two
leaders, the Senate proceed to vote on
adoption of the substitute, to be fol-
lowed immediately by a vote on adop-
tion of the concurrent resolution, all
without any intervening action, mo-
tion, or debate, if all amendments have
been offered and disposed of.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent
that disposition of the last two amend-
ments by the two leaders and the final
vote on the concurrent budget resolu-
tion occur no earlier than 2:30 p.m. on
Friday, April 6.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, I think, as it was read, there
may be some confusion in the first few
lines. It might be helpful to restate it,
I say to my colleague; because of
changes that have occurred as we have
negotiated this, I think it would be
useful to restate the first few lines.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be glad to. I
think the Senator is correct.

I ask unanimous consent that the
time from 3:30 p.m. until 6:30 p.m. be
equally divided for consideration of
Senator DOMENICI’s reconciliation in-
structions amendment; that all time
on the budget resolution expire at 6:30
p.m.; that when the Senate votes in re-
lation to the reconciliation amend-
ment, all remaining amendments be
limited to 30 minutes each.

I further ask unanimous consent that
any votes ordered on remaining amend-
ments to the budget resolution be
stacked to occur following the vote on
or in relation to Senator DOMENICI’s
reconciliation amendment at 6:30 p.m.
with 2 minutes prior to each vote for
explanation. I think the rest of it was
clearly audible. I propose the rest of it.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want
to be clear: All remaining amendments
be limited to 30 minutes each is in-
tended to apply to what occurs between
now and 3:30 p.m.?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. CONRAD. And from 3:30 p.m. to

6:30 p.m. will be on reconciliation?
That what occurs after that, the 30-
minute limitation does not apply. The
30-minute limitation applies to what
occurs between now and 3:30 p.m.; is
that the understanding of the Senator?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. That
is what it says, but if it needs to be fur-

ther clarified, I accept that clarifica-
tion.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, this does not preclude any points
of order anyone might have during the
course of the day?

Mr. DOMENICI. No, it does not.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection? The Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, two things: First, is it clear that
the vote on the Domenici reconcili-
ation amendment will occur at the ex-
piration of the 3 hours allotted to that
amendment?

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. BYRD. Second, will the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico read
the final proviso which deals with the
final vote at 2:30 p.m. tomorrow or
circa 2:30 p.m.?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, I will. I ask
unanimous consent that disposition of
the last two amendments by the two
leaders and final vote on the concur-
rent resolution occur no earlier than
2:30 p.m., Friday, April 6, 2001—tomor-
row.

Mr. BYRD. That will mean then the
vote-arama, which I do not like and I
do not believe the distinguished Sen-
ator likes either, would occur. What-
ever amendments there are, if Senators
chose to call them up, they would have
votes on them.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. BYRD. That is correct.
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, it is. We hope to

make some impression on our friends
that we do not have to do them all. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. BYRD. Fine. Is it clear that the
majority leader will have an amend-
ment and the minority leader? Is it
clear, absolutely clear that they will
have one amendment each?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, both the minor-
ity and majority have an opportunity
at the end, in the order stated, in the
order of minority, majority leader—in
that sequence—but they both have that
right.

Mr. BYRD. They both have that
right.

Mr. DOMENICI. Wraparound right.
Mr. BYRD. They may choose not to

offer such amendment.
Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want the

Senator from West Virginia to under-
stand all amendments will be in order
in the vote-arama if filed by 2 o’clock
today, as under a previous agreement.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
for reminding us of that. Senators
should know that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest by the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-

derstand the distinguished Senator
from Delaware wants to speak for 5
minutes with the time coming off the
resolution. That is all right with me.
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Can we propose the following, not as

a UC, but as a planning tool? We have
done it before.

Senator FRIST on HIV and Senator
CORZINE on energy; Senator BOND, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI, Senator DODD on child
care; Senator VOINOVICH on process;
Senator HOLLINGS on stimulus; Senator
ALLEN and Senator BROWNBACK on
process. That is what we are trying to
accomplish.

Mr. CONRAD. Can we see the list?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Delaware is
recognized.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, this is
the week baseball season begins anew.
I am in a little bit of a baseball mood
this week, even this afternoon under
bright, sunny skies in our Nation’s
Capital. We have been working on the
budget resolution in the Senate Cham-
ber for the better part of this week,
and under the unanimous consent
agreement we will wrap it up hopefully
tomorrow afternoon.

Using a baseball analogy, this is like
the seventh inning stretch. I want to
take the opportunity to reflect on what
we have agreed to, not agreed to, and
maybe some thoughts we can keep in
mind over the next 24 hours or so.

As we attempt to adopt, fashion, and
agree on a blueprint for spending for
our Nation, the thought that creeps
into almost every aspect of our discus-
sions is the economy, the shaky nature
of the economy, the fragile nature of
the economy, and to what extent tax
cuts should play as we adopt this budg-
et framework.

There are a number of ways to stimu-
late the economy, as we all know. One
of the ways that is going forward right
now is the aggressive monetary policy
launched by the Federal Reserve over
the last couple of months which will
add to the gross domestic product of
our country, I am told, somewhere
close to half a percentage point this
year by virtue of lower interest rates.
The Federal Reserve is expected to
come back and consider by May 15
whether more interest rate relief is
called for. My hope is they will do so,
and maybe even before that time.

Those interest rate reductions are al-
ready being felt in our economy as peo-
ple refinance their homes, lower their
mortgage rates, and take the moneys
they are saving and spend it for other
purposes.

Another obvious way to stimulate
the economy is through tax policy. I
remind my colleagues as we consider a
stimulus policy, trying to put some
kind of rebates in place now, rate re-
ductions, child credits, or marriage
penalty relief, the actual impact we
will have through tax policy is de mini-
mis.

Take $3 trillion out of the stock mar-
ket, as we have seen over the last sev-
eral months, and pump in $40 billion,
$50 billion, $60 billion in tax policy and
in reality it is not going to amount to
too much.

I hope we will continue our efforts
over the next 24 hours—frankly, over

the weeks to come—to adopt the best
stimulus of all. The best stimulus we
could send, not just to the markets but
the American people, would be for us to
actually agree on a tax policy, not just
51 Republicans with the Vice President
casting the tie-breaking vote but for a
number of Democrats and Republicans
to agree on an incremental approach
where we would be able to lower mar-
ginal rates, broadly but not as deeply
as the President wants, or double the
child credit and make it retroactive to
the beginning of this year, or we might
eliminate the marriage penalty effec-
tive the beginning of this year, and do
it in a way to provide stimulus to our
economy but also some assurance that
the taxpayers are going to see long-
term rate reduction, long-term relief.

The President was in Delaware a cou-
ple days ago, and I talked with him
about this. He said: My concern is,
Tom, if we do not take a lot of money
off the table now, we will spend the
money. I reminded the President he
plays an activist role in the appropria-
tions process—signing and vetoing ap-
propriations bills, signing and vetoing
enhancements to entitlement pro-
grams.

In the end, while we are in the sev-
enth inning stretch, the ball game is
likely to go into extra innings, and the
very best victory the American people
can hope for is a bipartisan agreement
for an incremental approach to tax
cuts that includes restraint on spend-
ing and includes a consensus that one
of the best things we can do is continue
the good work we have begun on reduc-
ing our Nation’s debt. I yield back my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). The Senator from New Mexico is
recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask the ranking
member, we read off seven names, you
added an eighth; can we say the eighth
is Senator WELLSTONE?

Mr. CONRAD. Senators WELLSTONE
and JOHNSON, if I could add that addi-
tional name.

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. We will try to
accommodate all the Senators, saying
no more than 15 minutes on each of the
amendments.

I yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 215

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk, No. 215, on be-
half of myself, Senators SMITH of Or-
egon, LEAHY, DURBIN, KERRY, and FEIN-
GOLD, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST],

for himself, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. KERRY and Mr. FEINGOLD,
proposes amendment numbered 215.

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 12, line 16, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 12, line 17, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 12, line 20, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 12, line 21, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this resolution, it is the sense of the Senate
that:

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) HIV/AIDS, having already infected over
58 million people worldwide, is devastating
the health, economies, and social structures
in dozens of countries in Africa, and increas-
ingly in Asia, the Caribbean and Eastern Eu-
rope.

(2) AIDS has wiped out decades of progress
in improving the lives of families in the de-
veloping world. As the leading cause of death
in Africa, AIDS has killed 17 million and will
claim the lives of one quarter of the popu-
lation, mostly productive adults, in the next
decade. In addition, 13 million children have
been orphaned by AIDS—a number that will
rise to 40 million by 2010.

(3) The Agency for International Develop-
ment, along with the Centers for Disease
Control, Department of Labor, and Depart-
ment of Defense have been at the forefront of
the international battle to control HIV/
AIDS, with global assistance totaling
$330,000,000 from USAID and $136,000,000 from
other agencies in fiscal year 2001, primarily
focused on targeted prevention programs.

(4) While prevention is key, treatment and
care for those affected by HIV/AIDS is an in-
creasingly critical component of the global
response. Improving health systems, pro-
viding home-based care, treating AIDS-asso-
ciated diseases like tuberculosis, providing
for family support and orphan care, and
making anti-retroviral drugs against HIV
available will reduce social and economic
damage to families and communities.

(5) Pharmaceutical companies recently
dramatically reduced the prices of anti-
retroviral drugs to the poorest countries.
With sufficient resources, it is now possible
to improve treatment options in countries
where health systems are able to deliver and
monitor the medications.

(6) The UN AIDS program estimates it will
cost at least $3,000,000,000 for basic AIDS pre-
vention and care services in Sub-Saharan Af-
rica alone, and at least $2,000,000,000 more if
anti-retroviral drugs are provided widely. In
Africa, only $500,000,000 is currently avail-
able from all donors, lending agencies and
African governments themselves.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the spending levels in this
budget resolution shall be increased by
$200,000,000 in fiscal year 2002 and by
$500,000,000 in 2003 and for each year there-
after for the purpose of helping the neediest
countries cope with the burgeoning costs of
prevention, care and treatment of those af-
fected by HIV/AIDS and associated infectious
diseases.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the time
is at hand for the United States to take
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another act of leadership in con-
fronting one of the most important
moral, humanitarian, and foreign pol-
icy decisions of the new century: How
to stop the ravages of HIV/AIDS in Af-
rica and other developing countries.

History will indelibly record how the
United States, along with other gov-
ernments, other institutions, other
foundations, and other civil societies,
responds to the call. Inaction will be
measured in millions of lives—lives
lost, families destroyed, and economies
ruined.

The statistics tell the story. They
are chilling. Twenty-two million peo-
ple have died of AIDS worldwide, more
than 3 million last year alone. That is
over 8,000 per day or nearly 6 deaths
every minute. That number is growing.
Thirty-six million people are currently
infected with HIV, a staggering number
that is increasing by 15,000 new infec-
tions every day, mostly in the world’s
poorest countries. By 2010, 80 million
persons could be dead of AIDS. That is
more deaths than we saw in military
and civilian forces suffered during all
of World War II.

In Africa, life expectancy has been
reduced by nearly half in many coun-
tries. In the next decade, 40 million
children will be orphaned by AIDS.
That is a number equal to all children
in this country living east of the Mis-
sissippi. The economic impact is dev-
astating. An entire generation of work-
force is being lost. Trained personnel in
key sectors needed for economic
growth and stability—teachers, health
care personnel, law enforcement—are
being decimated by the epidemic. In
South Africa alone, a once growing
economy is being devastated by HIV/
AIDS. The projected GDP over the next
10 years will be reduced by 17 percent,
or the equivalent of about $22 billion,
because of this single virus.

Africa is not alone. The Caribbean re-
gion has the second highest rate of HIV
infections. Russia has the largest in-
crease of any in the world. The Na-
tional Intelligence Council has said
that Asia, especially India, is on the
verge of a catastrophic epidemic. This
is especially troubling for those con-
cerned about regional security in the
most populous part of the globe.

All Americans, indeed, can be proud
of the international leadership in re-
sponding by the United States to this
epidemic. We have pushed the G–8 to
embrace debt relief in exchange for
health programs. We have tripled our
global commitment to AIDS programs
over the last 2 years. But we are not
doing enough. We are not alone. In all
of sub-Saharan Africa, the combined
national, UN, and donor contributions
in the fight against AIDS total $500
million. Yet the United Nations esti-
mates the basic prevention and care in
Africa alone will cost $3 billion a year,
increasing to $5 billion a year if treat-
ment, including access to specific anti-
AIDS drugs, is added.

The fundamental question we must
ask today is this: If the United States

is already doing more than anyone
else, why should we do more right now?
There are three reasons.

No. 1, the disease is not waiting. It is
not waiting for the international com-
munity to mount a coordinated re-
sponse. Just since I have been talking,
18 people have died and there have been
35 new infections. The problem is grow-
ing by the minute.

No. 2, a major new initiative by sev-
eral pharmaceutical companies that
has been rolled out over the last sev-
eral weeks means AIDS treatment
drugs for Africa are more affordable
today than they have ever been.

No. 3, access to treatment enhances
prevention efforts. Access to treatment
enhances prevention, a basic under-
lying premise of public health.

For the first time in history, the
drugs that have revolutionized AIDS
care and treatment in the United
States can become for the first time
part of that comprehensive prevention,
care, and treatment strategy even in
the poorest countries of the world.

But how we supply these drugs where
they are needed, given the fact that
purchasing them at cost still puts
them way beyond the means of infected
individuals in poor countries, is a ques-
tion we must address.

The answer is in the sort of public-
private partnerships which we know
have worked in the past and can in-
creasingly work in the future. On the
private side, U.S. companies took the
lead in making drugs available, and
now it is appropriate for the U.S. Gov-
ernment in this private partnership ap-
proach to take the lead in making
these drugs part of a comprehensive
plan, strategy, of prevention, care, and
treatment in these poorest countries.

Currently, the United States is con-
tributing close to $500 million to fight
the scourge of HIV/AIDS in poor coun-
tries. The amendment my colleagues
and I are putting forth today increases
that amount by $200 million next year
and by $500 million the following year,
effectively doubling our current com-
mitment over 2 years.

These funding resources from the
United States will provide the leader-
ship impetus for a powerful coalition of
Government, of foundations, of the
United Nations, of the pharmaceutical
companies, of academic institutions, of
the scientific institutions to help fill
the gap between the available re-
sources and the need for care and treat-
ment.

Working with authorizing and appro-
priation committees, working with
Secretaries Powell and Thompson, with
USAID and other parties, we will be
crafting legislation to ensure this new
budget authority enhances and com-
plements our bilateral aid programs
and also, fundamentally important,
creating a mechanism that both en-
courages participation by other donors
and gives the program the appropriate
accountability and oversight we all
must require.

One possible model would be the
strictly monitored fund similar to the

successful global alliance on vaccines
and immunization. That particular
program has combined substantial con-
tributions by the Gates Foundation, as
well as that by governments, putting
them together. It is managed by those
who know how to deliver those pro-
grams, to hold them accountable and
to make sure the services are delivered
to those in greatest need.

In addition, work by community-
based organizations, both religious and
secular, will be the linchpin of success
on the ground. It has to be made clear
to the American people and to the
world at large that the drugs alone are
not enough. Delivery systems and
health infrastructures are absolutely
mandatory if programs are to be more
than just talk or to make us feel
good—programs that actually reach
the people who are in so much des-
perate need for them.

Let’s be clear about one thing: The
new moneys will not be used to add to
the coffers of those leaders who have
not made AIDS a national priority and
who have not yet committed to
science-based national plans to address
this challenge. There is no point in as-
sisting governments that choose to
avoid the hard realities. Let’s also re-
member that until science and the tre-
mendous resources we can provide in
this country in terms of science and
discovery produce a vaccine, preven-
tion through sustained change in be-
havior is the first and most important
means of AIDS control, and prevention
must remain a primary focus of our de-
velopment assistance.

However, we cannot spend our assist-
ance dollars only on prevention activi-
ties. The major new initiative we have
seen by the pharmaceutical companies
recently gives us some hope for those
already suffering from AIDS and their
families. After all, how can families
and communities and democracies sur-
vive when over a third of young adults
are becoming infected and are expected
to die by the age of 45, leaving millions
of children with little support and even
less hope. In extending the productive
lives of those people affected, treat-
ment can prolong the time that fami-
lies are together, can provide that sup-
port and pass on their cultural tradi-
tion and values.

Beyond these humanitarian concerns,
treatment makes prevention work.
Without some expectation of hope or of
care, people have no reason to be tested
for AIDS, to go in and seek help. They
become outcasts in their communities.

Make no mistake about the fact that
much more needs to be done than we
are proposing. Other nations absolutely
must step up with their involvement as
well. We will look to the administra-
tion to use expanded U.S. commit-
ments to urge our trading partners to
increase their participation.

By using such leverage, an increase
of $200 million in U.S. aide should in-
crease aide by others by several times
that much. Americans have always
been among the first to tackle the
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most difficult challenges of the times.
We must do no less when confronted
with perhaps the worst international
health crisis since the bubonic plague
ravaged Europe over 600 years ago.

When our children and grandchildren
asked what we did to help slow down
this human tragedy, let us be proud of
our answer.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

CRAPO). Who yields time? The Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to join Senator FRIST to
increase funding for International HIV/
AIDS efforts. This amendment will in-
crease by $200 million in fiscal year
2002 to help the neediest countries cope
with the burgeoning costs of preven-
tion, care and treatment of those af-
fected by HIV/AIDS and associated dis-
eases.

AIDS is one of the most recent and
most devastating infectious diseases
facing the world today. Since the virus
was first identified about 20 years ago,
more than 50 million people have been
infected—and at the current rate of in-
fection that number will top 100 mil-
lion within 6 years.

Of those being infected with HIV,
half are between the ages of 10 and 24.
Five young people will contract HIV/
AIDS as each minute passes as I stand
here speaking to you on the Senate
floor.

These numbers are beyond belief—
these youth are the future of the world
and yet that future is being endangered
as surely as those lives are being en-
dangered.

Last year many of us on the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee joined
forces to authorize a real boost in fund-
ing to fight HIV/AIDS abroad. Senator
BOXER, FRIST, KERRY and I—and many
others including Chairman HELMS—
succeeded in authorizing increased
funding to meet the challenges of HIV/
AIDS infection.

We did this without care about party
politics, ideology or conviction, work-
ing together to somehow find solutions
to a horrible health problem. I note
that last year our focus was basically
on Africa.

This year our attention has unfortu-
nately been turned to new continents
and new countries that are being im-
pacted by HIV/AIDS.

In the Far East—in Thailand for in-
stance, in the Near East—threatening
India and in some countries of Eastern
Europe and in Russia, HIV/AIDS is
spreading quickly. Asia will soon have
more new HIV infections than any
other region. In Russia more Russians
are projected to be diagnosed with HIV/
AIDS by the end of the year than all
cases from previous years combined.

I could go on—HIV/AIDS will be re-
sponsible for the deaths of more men,
women and children than all the sol-
diers killed in the major wars and con-
flicts of the 20th Century.

All these facts, again, cause the mind
to numb and the imagination to stag-

ger. Vocabulary fails to describe this. I
simply ask my colleagues to join Sen-
ator FRIST and me in helping to fight
HIV/AIDS abroad. Time and lives are
wasting, even as we speak.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I

strongly support the amendment of-
fered by Senators FRIST and FEINGOLD.
It is a timely amendment that address-
es not only a humanitarian crisis, but
a key threat to U.S. national security.
I commend the sponsors for drafting an
amendment that will keep the United
States in a leadership role on this crit-
ical issue.

HIV/AIDS is a public health crisis
throughout Africa, Asia, and the Carib-
bean. There are more than 50 million
people infected with HIV worldwide;
more than 25 million of them are in Af-
rica, where some countries experience
infection rates between 10 and 20 per-
cent of the population. In India, there
are 3500 new cases of HIV daily, and the
World Bank projects that India will
have 35 million people with HIV by
2005. Although prevention is key to
halting the spread of HIV, because of
the high costs of drugs and the woeful
medical infrastructure, many of those
infected are shut out of any treatment
or care.

This devastating impact on a large
and growing segment of the world pop-
ulation threatens to produce an eco-
nomic development crisis. It is striking
down productive adults, impacting ag-
ricultural and economic output in
many countries, and creating an esti-
mated 13 million orphans, who face in-
creased risk of malnutrition and re-
duced prospects for education. Some
estimates suggest that the number of
orphans will grow to 40 million in the
next decade.

This amendment provides the United
States with the resources it will need
to confront this threat. The President’s
budget allowed for a 10 percent in-
crease over last year’s spending, but
this challenge demands a more robust
American response, and the Senate is
responding here tonight.

This amendment is the first step, a
very good first step, in that response. I
am encouraged by a study released yes-
terday by Harvard University that this
problem is, in fact, surmountable. It
will, however, demand that we follow
through on the next steps in this fight
making drugs available at affordable
prices and providing the medical infra-
structure these countries need to meet
this threat. It is a threat we can ad-
dress, and I look forward to working
with my colleagues to address it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?
There appears to be a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. CONRAD. Is the Senator from

New Jersey seeking time?
Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I call

up amendment 257 at the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is still time remaining on
the Frist amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, if we
had time on this amendment, we yield
it back.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, there was
30 seconds. I yield that time back.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time remains on the other side.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we yield
back all time on this amendment and
we yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from New Jersey. Is the Senator from
New Jersey seeking 7 minutes?

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, 10 min-
utes total, and I will yield time to
other Senators.

Mr. CONRAD. At this time, I yield 7
minutes to the Senator from New Jer-
sey.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will withhold for one
moment. The time is all yielded back
on the Frist amendment. The Senator
from New Jersey is recognized to call
up an amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 257

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 257, which is cur-
rently at the desk. I ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the amend-
ment by number.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.

CORZINE] offers an amendment numbered 257.

Mr. CORZINE. I ask unanimous con-
sent further reading be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for 7
minutes.

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, this
amendment would restore $50 billion of
cuts built into the Republican resolu-
tion to environment, natural resources,
and energy conservation programs.
This means that environmental pro-
grams would be increased 4 percent in
2002. But keep in mind, this is the
total. We are merely maintaining fund-
ing at the increase the President has
requested for overall growth in discre-
tionary spending this year.

To offset these adjustments, the
amendment would reduce administra-
tive costs for fiscal year 2002 and re-
duce the size of the tax cuts in subse-
quent years.

Further, the amendment would set
aside an additional $50 billion for debt
reduction.

I believe protecting our environment
deserves top priority. Yet in the past
few months, we have seen the adminis-
tration wage nothing less than an all-
out attack on our environment.

Three weeks ago, the administration
pulled a complete 180-degree turn on a
clear campaign pledge to address glob-
al warming through the regulation of
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carbon dioxide. They pushed back regu-
lation designed to protect the public
from arsenic in drinking water. They
proposed drilling in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. And they re-
fused to defend regulations designed to
protect our national forests.

Unfortunately, the Bush budget and
this budget resolution continue this at-
tack on our environment. The Presi-
dent’s ‘‘Budget Blueprint’’ proposed a
15-percent cut in environmental and
natural resource programs—15 percent.
These cuts are a dramatic step back-
wards and would reverse much of the
progress we have made on cleaning our
air and water and protecting our Na-
tion’s natural resources. These cuts
would contribute to the Nation’s grow-
ing concern about sprawl and would
weaken efforts to hold polluters ac-
countable.

These cuts have been especially seri-
ous in my State of New Jersey. I know
I was sent here to fight to represent
New Jersey’s interests. Air quality in
New Jersey is one of the worst—in six
of our counties—in the Nation. We
have 115 Superfund sites, 80 percent of
our rivers and lakes and streams are
unfishable and unswimmable.

Unfortunately, while the President
has not revealed all the specific cuts
that will be included in his budget, we
know that they are coming. We know
they will be severe. Just today there is
a report in the Wall Street Journal
outlining leaked information about
these prospective cuts.

I ask unanimous consent this article
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BUSH’S BUDGET PLAN TO FACE CRITICS’ IRE
OVER ENVIRONMENT

(By John D. McKinnon and Sarah Lueck)
WASHINGTON.—President Bush is likely to

ignite more controversy over his environ-
mental policies with the release next week of
detailed budget plans including big cuts in
conservation and energy-efficiency pro-
grams.

Democratic strategists say that environ-
mental issues are fast becoming Mr. Bush’s
biggest political weak spot because of their
popularity with middle-class voters. Demo-
crats and their allies among environmental
groups are planning to highlight the cuts
next week and again on April 22, Earth Day.

‘‘We expect the president’s budget is going
to be the next big attack on the environ-
ment,’’ said Alyssondra Campaigne of the
Natural Resources Defense Council.

Based on Mr. Bush’s previously released
budget outline, environmentalists now esti-
mate that he will propose cutting environ-
mental spending by 10%, including reduc-
tions at the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, the Energy and Interior departments and
the Army Corps of Engineers.

The Energy Department would endure the
biggest cuts, expected to total as much as
$120 million, from research programs that
promote energy efficiency in manufacturing
processes, appliances and building design.
The budget plan also would cut as much as
$150 million from the department’s programs
for creating fossil-fuel-production tech-
nologies, including some aimed at making
oil wells and pipelines safer for the environ-
ment.

Much of the savings would be used to beef
up other programs within the department,
such as weatherization, home-heating aid for
the poor and clean-coal research.

Still, activities call the administration’s
cuts in energy conservation perplexing,
given that Mr. Bush has been proclaiming an
energy crisis. ‘‘The programs that will actu-
ally solve the problems, save consumers
money and reduce pollution are getting
slashed by this administration,’’ said Anna
Aurilio of U.S. PIRG, a consumer group.

An administration spokesman declined to
provide details of the cuts but said the tar-
geted programs aren’t necessarily saving
money. A White House official said the presi-
dent’s budget ‘‘reflects his support for en-
ergy conservation, renewable energy and en-
couraging entrepreneurs to develop alter-
native sources,’’ and noted that it proposes
significant new tax incentives for energy
production.

At the EPA, spending is being reduced by
$500 million. Some congressional aides also
expect reductions in core funds that pay for
EPA enforcement activities, possibly as part
of an increase in grants to help states pay
for enforcement.

The environment isn’t the only area in
which Mr. Bush is taking some political
heat. In health care, he is expected to pro-
pose cutting some programs favored by the
Clinton administration, including a $125 mil-
lion program that helps uninsured people get
treatment and one aimed at preventing child
abuse. But overall, programs designed to
help abused children and the uninsured will
receive more funding, officials at the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services said.

Mr. CORZINE. This uncertainty
aside, we do know this undercuts a
commitment the Congress made last
year to support the Land and Water
Conservation Fund. This blueprint cuts
conservation initiatives by $2.7 billion.
That is in the blueprint.

Potentially most damaging, the Bush
budget would undermine enforcement
of our environmental laws. It would re-
quire deep cuts in the operating func-
tions of our environmental agencies:
the EPA, Interior and the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion.

We just can’t afford these cuts. If
anything, we should be putting more
resources into enforcement not less.
Consider EPA’s own data from just last
month. They found that:

Twenty-six percent of industrial fa-
cilities were in significant noncompli-
ance with their clean air permits;
Nearly 10 percent of industrial facili-
ties were in significant noncompliance
with their clear water permits; And 7
percent of industrial facilities were in
significant noncompliance with their
hazardous waste permits.

When government lets polluters off
the hook, all of us pay a price—particu-
larly those least able to protect them-
selves—our kids and seniors.

The Bush administration has not
been in office very long. But it has
done a lot of damage and a lot of dam-
age to our environmental laws. And it’s
time for them to reverse their course.

I hope my colleagues will support the
amendment I am offering today. It is
really a very limited amendment. It
simply would allow us to barely main-
tain funding for environmental pro-

grams at today’s levels. Frankly, I
think we should do substantially more.
But I hope my colleagues can support
at least this, because it is protection of
where we are today.

The message of this amendment is
simple. It says that it’s more impor-
tant to keep our air and water clean
than to give huge tax breaks to the
very wealthiest Americans. And it’s
more important to address global
warming than to give the top one per-
cent of Americans a tax cut worth
$55,000 a year.

I think environmental priorities re-
flect the values of the American peo-
ple. I think they’re the right priorities
for our nation and world. And I hope
my colleagues will support the amend-
ment and those values.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Nevada or the Senator
from California seek time?

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to my colleague,
the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am the
ranking member of the environment
committee, and I want to express my
appreciation to the Senator from New
Jersey and the Senator from California
who will soon speak on this amend-
ment.

In our committee, every Member on
the Democratic side has been ex-
tremely concerned about what has hap-
pened so far during the Bush adminis-
tration and what they have done to
violate what we have worked on for so
long to take care of the environment,
whether it is global warming, whether
it is arsenic, whether it is lead, or
whether it is drilling in ANWR. We
need to understand that in our coun-
try—no matter if you are from New
Jersey or California and all the States
in between—people care about the envi-
ronment. George Bush is a good man.
He is simply not getting the word that
he is making tremendous mistakes in
how he is treating the environment.

The Senator from New Jersey has
done an excellent job with this amend-
ment in restoring financing in the
budget so we can do something about
the environment and to maintain the
progress we have made.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much.
I thank my colleague from New Jersey,
Senator CORZINE, and my ranking
member, Senator REID.

I stand in strong support of Senator
CORZINE’s amendment. It isn’t rocket
science to know a few things about our
life. If we can’t breathe clean air, if we
can’t drink safe water, and if we can’t
count on the Government to protect us
from events that we cannot protect
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ourselves against, then what use are we
as a Senate?

If you take a look at the Republican
budget that is before us, it is a sad
commentary on the value that they
place on a clean and healthy environ-
ment for our people. They can say
whatever they want, but they are at
$52.5 billion, and they are going below
the current level of services.

Again, this President likes arsenic in
the water. I don’t know. He will have
to explain that to the American people.
He took a move where he was going to
say we are not even going to check for
salmonella in the meat that goes to
school lunches. Senator DURBIN caught
him on that and now he backed off. He
has also backed off on the right to
know if there is lead in a product, or in
the air we breathe. I have to say that
is not a family value. That is not a
value of a great nation.

Whether it is arsenic in our water or
contaminants in our soil or air, this
amendment should be supported. It
doesn’t do us any good to have a thou-
sand dollars in our pocket if we are
dying of cancer.

FOREST FIRE FUNDING

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, first,
I commend my colleague, Senator
CORZINE, for this amendment and indi-
cate that I am very glad to be a co-
sponsor of it. It is an important amend-
ment. Second, I would like to engage
Senator CORZINE in a brief colloquy at
this time.

Mr. CORZINE. Of course.
Mr. BINGAMAN. The spring and sum-

mer of 2000 will not soon be forgotten
in my home state. A series of fires
burned more than 65,000 acres in New
Mexico, including the Cerro Grande
fire that destroyed more than 400
homes. As a result of these fires and
others that raged throughout the coun-
try, Congress took a step in the right
direction last year by providing sub-
stantial funding for fire prevention ef-
forts. In addition, Congress appro-
priated additional funds to implement
the National Fire Plan. This plan,
issued by the Secretary of Agriculture
and the Secretary of the Interior, con-
tains recommendations to reduce the
impacts of wildland fires on rural com-
munities and ensure sufficient fire-
fighting resources in the future. I
would like to clarify that it is the Sen-
ator’s intent that this amendment
maintains, at a minimum, current lev-
els of funding for the National Fire
Plan and base fire programs.

Mr. CORZINE. Yes, that is my intent.
Mr. BINGAMAN. It is important to

ensure sufficient levels of funding for
all programs related to the National
Fire Plan. For example, Congress spe-
cifically instructed the agencies to tar-
get hazardous fuel reduction funds near
communities that are at high risk from
wildfire. In addition, the Rural Fire As-
sistance program strengthens the
wildland fire protection capabilities of
rural fire departments by providing
technical assistance, training, and sup-
plies. Moreover, economic action pro-

grams assist rural communities in de-
veloping and marketing products cre-
ated from the little trees removed as
part of fuels reduction efforts. Other
cooperative fire protection programs,
that provide assistance for complemen-
tary hazardous fuels reduction projects
on non-Federal lands in the wildland/
urban interface and educate home-
owners about the proper way to fire
proof their homes, are also essential
elements of our cohesive efforts to di-
minish fire risks.

Mr. CORZINE. I agree with the Sen-
ator that a multi-faceted approach is
necessary.

Mr. BINGAMAN. We need to sustain
a commitment to all components of
the National Fire Plan over a long
enough period of time to make a dif-
ference, at least 15 years based on rec-
ommendations from the Forest Service
and the Department of the Interior.
Your amendment ensures that Con-
gress is doing its part with respect to
fire prevention without adversely af-
fecting other important programs fund-
ed under Function 300. I thank the Sen-
ator for the clarification.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
know Senators BOND and MIKULSKI are
ready to proceed under our previous ar-
rangement. I say to Senator BOND that
he is going to have 10 minutes on his
amendment. I would like to take a cou-
ple of minutes now to explain some-
thing about the process, but I don’t
want to take away from anybody else’s
time.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if I could,
I think Senator MIKULSKI and I each
wanted 5, and I think Senator BINGA-
MAN wanted 2, if we could expand that
to 12 minutes. Are there others?

Mr. DOMENICI. We will go 12. That is
fine.

Mr. President, I want to make sure
there is no misunderstanding. Just be-
cause we are not offering a second-de-
gree amendment, we are not precluded
from offering a second-degree amend-
ment before we vote, from everything I
understand. If anybody on the other
side has a contrary reading, I wish they
would raise that issue now.

Let me ask one simple question of
the distinguished Senator from New
Jersey. Does this amendment take $100
billion out of the tax cut and put $50
billion of it against the debt and $50
billion of it for increased spending in
various environmental areas?

Mr. CORZINE. It is $93.75 billion.
Mr. DOMENICI. I don’t want anybody

to think we round out those big num-
bers. But sometimes we refer to $93.75
billion as a hundred.

Mr. CORZINE. We will check those
numbers.

Mr. DOMENICI. We plan to have a
second degree. We will have to work on
it in due course. But we will have a sec-
ond-degree amendment to that.

We don’t have any formal agreement,
excepting that a series of Senators are
going to be recognized—bipartisan or

otherwise—to send an amendment to
the desk and talk about it and be lim-
ited to 15 minutes so we can have
enough time to get them all in. We are
going to yield 12 minutes for your
team.

Is that satisfactory?
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the

distinguished manager.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 211

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for

himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
ALLEN, and Mr. FRIST, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 211.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 14, line 11, increase the amount by

$1,441,000,000.
On page 14, line 12, increase the amount by

$530,000,000.
On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by

$1,441,000,000.
On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by

$530,000,000.
On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by

$1,441,000,000.
On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by

$530,000,000.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the amend-
ment I am offering with my colleagues,
Senators MIKULSKI, ALLEN, LIEBERMAN,
and BINGAMAN proposes to add $1.44 bil-
lion over the President’s budget to the
Function 250 general science account
to boost spending in fiscal year 2002 for
the National Science Foundation, De-
partment of Energy, and National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration.
Compared to the fiscal year 2001 en-
acted levels, this amendment would
add $469 million to DOE’s science ac-
counts, $674 million to NSF, and $518
million to NASA. This amendment con-
tinues the Federal Government’s
strong commitment to the Nation’s
basic science research programs. Let us
make no mistake, basic science means
applied science, which is the founda-
tion of this economy and will be the
booster rocket for the future success of
our economy and allow this Nation to
lead the world in this century.

Of particular interest to me, this
amendment maintains the momentum
to double the budget of NSF over 5
years. Under this amendment, NSF
would receive a 15.3 percent increase
over last year’s enacted level. As chair-
man of the VA, HUD, and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Sub-
committee, I began the doubling effort
last year with my good friend and col-
league on the appropriations sub-
committee, Senator MIKULSKI. We are
not alone and we have broad support
for this funding. Last year, a bipar-
tisan group of 41 Senators also sup-
ported this effort and I expect even
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more direct and enthusiastic support
this year. NSF plays an important and
unique role in stimulating core dis-
ciplines of science, mathematics, and
engineering and doubling the NSF
budget will help ensure that the eco-
nomic growth we have enjoyed over the
past several years will continue.

I think we can all agree that research
and development is a positive and crit-
ical investment for the economic and
intellectual growth and well-being of
our Nation. According to many econo-
mists, over the past half century, ad-
vances in science and engineering have
stimulated at least half of the Nation’s
economic growth. Further, investment
in scientific research has led to innova-
tive developments in the high-tech in-
dustry—most notably the Internet and
lasers. The investments have also
spawned not only new products, but
also entire industries, such as bio-
technology, Internet providers, E-com-
merce, and geographic information sys-
tems.

Besides the economic benefits we
have enjoyed from our investment in
NSF’s research programs, NSF has also
played a crucial role in the biomedical
area. Over the past half century, NSF-
supported research has had monu-
mental impact in the field of medical
technologies and research. Let me
make it clear that I am very sup-
portive of the funding support we have
provided to the National Institutes of
Health. However, I am very concerned
that the work that NIH is doing cur-
rently may be jeopardized if the under-
lying work from NSF research is not
adequately supported. Medical tech-
nologies such as magnetic resonance
imaging, ultrasound, digital mammog-
raphy and genomic mapping could not
have occurred, and cannot now improve
to the next level of proficiency, with-
out underlying knowledge from NSF-
supported work in biology, physics,
chemistry, mathematics, engineering,
and computer sciences. Thus, the suc-
cess of NIH to cure deadly diseases
such as cancer depend upon the under-
pinning research supported by NSF.
The connection between NSF and NIH
has been recognized by leading medical
experts such as former NIH Directors,
Bernadine Healy and Harold Varmus.
As Dr. Varmus wrote in a letter to me
last June 26:

Essential contributions to both genome se-
quencing and determination of protein struc-
tures have come from work supported by the
NSF, and efforts to take advantage of this
new information will require expanded activ-
ity in disciplines traditionally dependent on
the NSF—including computer science, chem-
istry, physics, and engineering. Indeed, from
the perspective of a medical scientist, there
could be no more opportune time to guar-
antee the vitality of American science fund-
ed by the NSF.

Let me add on more voice, Dr. Ken-
neth Shine of the Institute of Medicine.
Dr. Shine wrote:

. . . it is important to note that advances
in medicine are very dependent upon other
fields of science that are mostly supported
by the National Science Foundation . . . .

doubling of the NSF budget will pay for
itself many times over in terms of saving
costs, and, more importantly, improving
human health.

To be blunt, supporting NSF supports
NIH.

Beyond just the biomedical field, the
Senate should also be concerned about
our Nation’s supply of engineers and
scientists. For the past several years,
the number of graduates in the science
and engineering fields has been declin-
ing. This decline has put our Nation’s
innovation capabilities at risk and at
risk of falling behind other industrial
nations. In the past decade, growth in
the number of Asian and European stu-
dents earning degrees in the natural
sciences and engineering has gone up
on average by four percent per year.
During the same time, the rate for U.S.
students declined on average by nearly
one percent each year.

NSF plays a key role in funding the
training of the nation’s young re-
searchers in university laboratories.
Twenty thousand graduate students
and nearly 30,000 undergraduates are
directly involved in NSF programs and
activities every year.

However, as many of my colleagues
know, the Congress has had to raise the
cap on H1–B visas for immigrant work-
ers due to the shortage of technically-
trained workers in this country. The
high-tech industry has had to turn to
foreign workers because our country is
not producing enough scientists and
engineers to meet demand. According
to NSF, the demand for engineers and
computer scientists is expected to grow
by more than 50 percent by 2008. While
NSF has been active in addressing this
problem, it is obvious that it is not
enough and we need to provide more
support to our Nation’s students. I
hope my colleagues understand why
this amendment is so critical. If we do
not support NSF, this problem will
continue and our Nation’s long-term
economic growth and research innova-
tion will be significantly hampered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 4 minutes.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair.
I hope my colleagues will support

this important amendment and our ef-
forts to strengthen the country’s re-
search and development base. It is im-
portant to recognize that if we are to
sustain our economic base and support
the important work of NIH, we must
support NSF.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

I am going to use the last bit of my
time to tell my colleagues that I have
another amendment at the desk, No.
210, which we will be calling up in the
vote-arama. It is cosponsored by Sen-
ators HOLLINGS and DEWINE.

Yesterday, the Senate voted over-
whelmingly to add to the President’s
generous proposal for NIH research
spending. I hope we get an over-
whelming vote for this one, too. It does
two things.

First, it adds to the President’s pro-
posal on community health centers.

Like NIH, the Senate is on record sup-
porting double funding over 5 years for
health centers, and like the NIH
amendment yesterday, my amendment
would put us on track to double the
funding for health centers.

Second, the amendment would make
room in the budget to finally provide
equitable treatment for children’s hos-
pitals when it comes to our support of
physician training programs. They
have not received enough money to
train the pediatricians they need. This
year, our goal is to end this inequity fi-
nally.

The amendment we will be calling up
later will provide enough room in the
budget to make these things happen.
When that amendment comes up, I ask
my colleagues to support that one as
well.

I thank the Chair and my colleague.
I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-

GERALD). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Before yielding to
Senator MIKULSKI, may I ask the Sen-
ator a question?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I would be
happy to respond to the distinguished
manager.

Mr. DOMENICI. May we have order,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. DOMENICI. May I ask the Sen-
ator: The other part of the Government
that has basic science research is the
Department of Energy. I understand
that you included that in the triad. We
have done NSF and the National Insti-
tutes of Health. You have added for the
National Science Foundation and
added $469 million for DOE basic re-
search. Is that correct?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the total
amount of funding goes into section
250. I say to the Senator, $1.44 billion
goes into section 250. As I understand
it, how that gets sliced up is probably
beyond the ability of this particular
budget debate to determine. It will ul-
timately come down, I believe, to a
302(b) allocation. But my recommenda-
tion is that the vitally important work
of DOE be funded with an additional
$469 million out of this function.

There is another function—I believe
it is 270—that also funds science.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Will the Chair inform

us how much time remains on both
sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has 5 minutes.
Senator BINGAMAN has 2 minutes.

The Senator from Maryland.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise

as an original cosponsor of this amend-
ment with my dear colleague, Senator
BOND, to increase the function 250 for
general science.

Our amendment seeks to increase
funding for science by $1.4 billion by
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doubling the funding for the National
Science Foundation, increasing the
NASA budget by $500 million, as well
as the Department of Energy funds.

This has strong bipartisan support.
We are joined by Senators LIEBERMAN
and ROCKEFELLER on my side of the
aisle.

Why is it this issue enjoys such
strong bipartisan support?

Both sides of the aisle—Senator KIT
BOND and Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI—
want to make sure that America not
only continues to win the Nobel Prizes
but that we win the global markets. In
order to do so, we need to invest in our
Federal labs to create the new ideas
that lead to the new products that lead
to us winning those prizes and their
markets. We are so proud of the fact we
are on target to double the funding at
NIH. But NIH is not the only place
where we need to increase our funding
for science and technology.

Our amendment pays for this in-
crease through a $1.4 billion reduction
in the proposed contingency fund. This
offset does not cut any existing pro-
gram or agency. Unfortunately, the
President’s budget cuts NSF research
below last year’s appropriated level.
The President’s budget also proposes
similar cuts in real terms to NASA and
the Department of Energy research
programs. This is unacceptable. While
we are on target to increase biomedical
research at NIH, we must also increase
funding in the core areas of science and
engineering—the same disciplines that
fuel the very biomedical enterprise we
seek to strengthen. CAT Scans and
MRI’s were created by NSF research—
not NIH research.

As the former head of NIH, Dr. Har-
old Varmus, said:

Scientists can wage an effective war on
disease only if we as a nation and as a sci-
entific community harness the energies of
many disciplines, not just biology and medi-
cine. The allies must include mathemati-
cians, physicists, engineers and computer
and behavioral scientists.

Because it is at NSF, NASA, and also
DOE that we are supporting basic
science that saves lives and generates
jobs today and jobs tomorrow. NASA
and NSF made the major innovations
in the Internet, satellites, and micro-
electronics. If it were not for federally
funded research, none of this would
exist today.

But supporting basic scientific re-
search is not just about saving lives, it
is also about creating the jobs of to-
morrow. Federal funding for basic sci-
entific research is absolutely necessary
for economic growth and job creation. I
couldn’t even begin to list the tech-
nologies and inventions that were cre-
ated through Federal research, but I
will name just a few: the Internet, sat-
ellites, and microelectronics. If it
weren’t for federally funded research,
none of this would exist today. The pri-
vate sector will always be focused on
near-term product development—that
is what they have to do. But that al-
lows the Government to focus on long-

term basic research to provide industry
with the foundation for future product
development and future job creation
for our country. Mr. President, we are
on the verge of historic breakthroughs
in science and technology that will rev-
olutionize our economy. Nano-
technology is just one area that could
transform our economy. Nanotech-
nology is the science of creating new
materials and devices at the atomic
and molecular levels, through the ma-
nipulation of individual atoms and
molecules.

What does this mean? It means in-
venting new materials that are 10
times stronger than steel—at a frac-
tion of the weight. It means supercom-
puters the size of a teardrop. It means
new sensors that can detect cancer
cells at the earliest stages of develop-
ment. Unfortunately, we may not see
the pay-off for 10 or 20 years. Industry
on its own cannot support such high
risk, long term research. That is why
the Federal Government must support
long term basic scientific research. For
evidence, just look at recent history.
The United States had led the world in
patenting considered a critical meas-
ure of innovation. Entrepreneurial in-
vestment in new technologies and serv-
ices created an estimated one-third of
the 10 million new jobs between 1990
and 1997. Since 1995, growth in gross do-
mestic product per capita reached its
highest levels in 40 years.

We cannot afford to stop now. That is
why this amendment is necessary. Not
only do we need to increase funding for
research, we need to rebuild our re-
search infrastructure.

According to NSF, there is an $11 bil-
lion backlog in modernizing university
research labs and research facilities.
How can we push the frontiers of new
technology if our laboratories aren’t
ready? We are seeing a decrease in the
numbers of graduates in key science
and engineering fields. This puts our
future innovation capabilities at risk.
We must work to expand the pool of
U.S. scientists and engineers by in-
creasing support for K–12 math and
science education. We must increase
support for the education and training
at our 2 year colleges, undergraduate
institutions and research universities.
Our international competitors won’t
stand still, and neither can we. With
all that is confronting us, now is pre-
cisely the wrong time to cut funding
for scientific research.

I urge all my colleagues to join us by
supporting this amendment as a nec-
essary and critical investment in the
future well being of the Nation.

Mr. President, yesterday I had a
great talk with Dr. Sally Ride, the first
woman to go into space. When she went
into space, she took the hopes and
dreams of so many of us. Dr. Ride holds
degrees in both English literature as
well as astrophysics. If Dr. Ride were
here today to consult with the Sen-
ators, she would say she could do what
she did because of the funding of the
National Science Foundation that

helped her get the background to be
able to go on to be an astronaut. And
look at what it has meant.

Our own National Science Founda-
tion today is leading a breakthrough
effort in a new field called nanotech-
nology. It could transform our econ-
omy. It is the science of creating new
materials at the atomic and subatomic
level.

But what does that mean to those of
us who are scientifically literate but
not scientists? It means a supercom-
puter the size of a teardrop, new mate-
rials that are 10 times stronger than
steel at a fraction of the weight. Think
what it means for new materials for
our airplanes and our automobiles.

Unfortunately, we will not see this
payoff for 10 or 20 years. Industry can-
not be the venture capitalists in this
area. Government needs to get into it.
By getting involved in nanotechnology
and infotech technology, we are really
taking America to the future. We lead
the world in patenting and innovation.

Since 1995, our gross domestic prod-
uct has increased more. Why? Because
of innovation that has led to new prod-
ucts and new productivity. So we real-
ly need to focus our research on what
will generate this type of activity.

At the same time, while we are look-
ing at the funding of research, there is
an $11 billion backlog in modernizing
university research labs and research
facilities. How can we push these fron-
tiers of new technology if our labora-
tories are not ready? This program will
help with those laboratories.

I think all here know of my passion
for bringing often left out constitu-
encies into science and technology—
women, people of color.

It is the National Science Founda-
tion that reaches out to bring them
into the field of science, mathematics,
and engineering. The NSF has done a
fantastic job reaching out to histori-
cally black colleges and to women. At
the same time we see, particularly
with some of the NIH money that
doesn’t necessarily come to States
with large rural populations, EPSCoR,
an excellent program at NSF that
brings high-tech research opportunities
to our smaller rural States, that en-
ables them to come up with the new
ideas and maybe even jump start ef-
forts of the stodgy universities. This is
the competition we love. It is the com-
petition of ideas, the competition for
new products.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from New Mexico has 2 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the sponsors of the amendment
for the opportunity to speak on its be-
half. I am a cosponsor of the amend-
ment. I believe very strongly that it is
the right thing to do. Of course, it does
not actually get the money appro-
priated for these very important pur-
poses, but it does make it possible for
us to do that later in this session of the
Congress.

We have seen a commitment over
several years now by the Congress to
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adequately fund the National Insti-
tutes of Health. I have strongly sup-
ported that. But we have not seen the
same level of commitment, the same
level of appreciation for the impor-
tance of maintaining high levels of
funding for research and development
in the physical sciences area. That is
what this amendment would do. It
would try to bring funding for research
and development in the physical
sciences on a par with the funding for
the research and development that is
pursued in the life sciences through the
National Institutes of Health.

This is an extremely important ef-
fort, particularly as it relates to the
Department of Energy’s Office of
Science, their commitment to devel-
oping the necessary user facilities
across the Nation in two critical areas.
One is the nanosciences that have been
mentioned by the Senator from Mary-
land. The second is in advanced sci-
entific computers. In both of these
areas, we need to be the world leader.
There is no reason we cannot be. In
both of these areas we need to commit
funds in order to maintain that leader-
ship position.

I strongly support the amendment. I
commend the sponsors of the amend-
ment for proposing it and yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico for his kind comments as well as
the strong comments of the Senator
from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous consent
that the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee be identified as an
original cosponsor. It was my mistake
not to include him on that list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator

withhold?
Mr. CONRAD. I am pleased to with-

hold for the Senator.
Mr. DOMENICI. While we are wait-

ing, I yield myself 1 minute off the con-
glomeration of amendments. We won’t
exceed our time on those.

I take a minute to respond to the dis-
tinguished Senator from California
who talked about our President and his
environmental record. I want to make
sure everybody out there in the hinter-
lands knows that the Senate had an op-
portunity to vote on whether it would
ever enforce the so-called Kyoto ac-
cord. Not one single Senator voted that
we would, indeed, enforce that accord.
The vote was either 99–0 or 98–0, indi-
cating forthrightly that the treaty
would never see the light of day be-
cause the Senate said it wouldn’t.

I believe we ought to be square with
this President and be honest with the
people. How can he be blamed for doing
damage to the environment when the
Senate clearly said, with not a single
dissenting vote, that we would not en-
force it? If we wouldn’t enforce it, it
would never be effective. It would have
no efficacy on the environment of the
world or America.

When our President announced that,
somebody should have put a little
scorecard up there that said: The Presi-
dent agrees with the Senate, which
voted 98–0 that it would not enforce
that accord.

On arsenic, which the Senator from
California addressed, there are Demo-
cratic mayors across this land who
have written to the Senator from New
Mexico. I don’t know very many who
supported the old arsenic regulation
because it was nonscientific and was
not based on any real science. It wasn’t
only this President. Democratic may-
ors and councilmen joined by Repub-
licans across the land said: Don’t make
us spend all this money when there is
no benefit to the public health.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield

10 minutes to the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished ranking member,
Senator CONRAD, for his skill in man-
aging our presentation from this side
on the budget.

I rise to make some comments in
general terms but directing my com-
ments to the amendment I introduced
today on behalf of myself and Senators
NELSON, LANDRIEU, CARNAHAN, CHAFEE,
LINCOLN, BAYH, TORRICELLI, and JEF-
FORDS. The amendment provides for a
$1.25 trillion tax cut over the next 10
years for the enactment of marginal
rate reductions and estate, marriage
penalty, and alternative minimum tax
relief, and reserves additional re-
sources for other domestic priorities
such as debt reduction, education, agri-
culture, defense, and prescription
drugs. That is the essence of the
amendment.

Let me suggest to my colleagues and,
indeed, to the American public, that
during the Presidential elections of
last year, the most important thing
President Bush was able to enunciate
for the American people who contrib-
uted to his victory was not a number
but a concept. The number he talked
about in the campaign was a $1.3 tril-
lion tax cut for all Americans. But
more important than the number was
the concept in which he told the Amer-
ican people that if he were to come to
Washington, he wanted to change the
culture of the way Washington worked
or, rather, the way Washington did not
work.

He said—I think correctly—that the
American people were tired of class
warfare. The American people were
tired of the blame game. The American

people were tired of seeing Democrats
blame Republicans for failure. The
American people were tired of Repub-
licans blaming Democrats for failure.
The American people were tired of the
blame game and the essence in which
we argued about failure and whose
fault it was that nothing was getting
done.

He said: If I get the chance to come
to Washington, I will change that cul-
ture.

The election was not about a number.
It was about changing fundamentally
the way we do business in this city.

On this budget, we have the oppor-
tunity to show the American people
that perhaps there is a glimmer of
hope, that perhaps with a new Presi-
dent in Washington, if he truly be-
lieves, as I think he does, that he
wants to change the culture, this is the
first test of whether that will be done.

If you took to the American people a
tax cut of over a trillion dollars for all
Americans and you were able to put to-
gether a bipartisan coalition of 55, 60,
65 or more votes together in a package
and say, we have worked together to
accomplish this in a bipartisan fashion,
we have fundamentally changed the
way Washington works, that would be
a victory for this President. It would
be a victory for the Senate and, far
more importantly, it would be a vic-
tory for the American public.

Let me assure my colleagues of one
thing: This body is not the Super Bowl.
This body is not the Final Four. In
both of those endeavors there has to be
a winner and there has to be a loser. I
suggest that in the Congress of the
United States that is not true. In the
Congress of the United States it is far
more important that we keep in mind
that we should be trying to make the
American people the real winners. It is
not as important which party wins, but
that both parties can work together in
order to make a victory available to
the people of this country.

I suggest we have an opportunity to
do that, and unlike with the Super
Bowl and the Final Four, everyone can
be a winner and there can be no losers.
It is time that we stop thinking that
any number under $1.6 trillion is a loss
for the President and a victory for the
Democrats. That is simply not true. A
number in between what Democrats
have offered and what the Republicans
have offered that is available to all
Americans, that receives a substantial
degree of support from both sides, is an
incredible victory. It is an incredible
victory not because it is a number but
because we will have changed fun-
damentally the culture of this city.

It does not behoove any of us to try
to pick one Republican off to join this
side and for them to try to pick one
Democrat off to join them on that side.
If the American people see that that is
the way Washington works in the year
2001, they will say the last Presidential
election meant very little because of
all the talk about change in the cul-
ture, and we ultimately get back to the
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same old way of doing things. We pick
up one, they pick up two; we pick up
one, we get a 50–50 tie; and then we
bring down the Vice President to break
the tie and one side declares victory.

In essence, I think that is a short-
term, shallow victory. In essence, I
think it would be a serious defeat for
all Americans who think we should
change the culture of the way this in-
stitution works. We have offered some-
thing that I think could be a victory
for everyone. We have offered a plan
that should bring about serious nego-
tiations, where we all sit together and
not try to pick each other off, but we
try to create a system that works for
the benefit of all Americans.

What is not a victory is trying to
pick each other off one at a time, with
one more promise than the last group
made, to try to say: Be with me for a
short while so I can go to the winner’s
circle and be declared the victor.

We have an opportunity in this di-
vided Congress—a President who won
the electoral college but not the pop-
ular vote, a House of Representatives
that is closer than it has been in dec-
ades, and a U.S. Senate that, for only
the second time in our country’s his-
tory, is absolutely deadlocked—that
should not be a problem. That should
be an opportunity. It should be the op-
portunity that this President talked
about when he was running: ‘‘If I am
elected and I go to Washington, I will
fundamentally change the culture of
that city.’’

This is the first test of whether we
are going to change it. This is the first
opportunity to show the American peo-
ple that things will be done differently.

For all of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle who have joined with
us in offering this, I think this is the
answer to the deadlock in which we are
involved. I thank them for their par-
ticipation. I encourage all of my col-
leagues to work with us to ensure not
just one party’s victory but a victory
for the American public.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5

minutes to the Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-

dent, I rise today to speak in favor of
the Breaux-Nelson-Jeffords, et al., bi-
partisan tax cut plan. This compromise
is the result of careful consideration of
the two philosophies dominating the
tax cut debate today. The first was the
belief that the $750 billion tax cut was
not sufficient, considering the size of
our projected surplus. Yet the second
was that the $1.6 trillion tax cut could
negatively impact programs in agri-
culture and defense, which are so im-
portant to the people of America and
the people of Nebraska.

To put it another way, this legisla-
tion was written with one specific goal
in mind: to cut taxes without cutting
hope, and to do so in a bipartisan man-
ner. We have worked deliberately to-
ward that end, and I am pleased to
stand here today and help introduce a
tax cut package that will, in fact,
achieve that goal.

In this plan we have included a $1.25
trillion tax cut proposal, and we put
$350 billion back into the surplus so it
can be used for increased debt reduc-
tion and the programs that are vital to
the future of our industry, such as agri-
culture, defense, education, and a pre-
scription drug benefit.

Acknowledging the discrepancy be-
tween the two plans offered today for
consideration gives us the chance to
negotiate our partisan differences on
the tax cut. I believe quite strongly
that the Breaux-Nelson-Jeffords, et al.,
plan is an excellent starting point for
this discussion.

I have had the privilege of working
with the President back in the days
when I was Governor Nelson and he was
Governor Bush. So I am familiar with
the bipartisan efforts he undertook in
the State of Texas. We both cam-
paigned on the premise that we would
reach across party lines to find sensible
solutions to the Nation’s most pressing
issues. With this bipartisan proposal on
the table, the President and the White
House have the opportunity to dem-
onstrate their negotiating skills and
their desire to work together to
achieve an ideological conclusion that
is based not on partisanship, but is
based on partnership.

Persuading one or two Democrats to
vote with 48 or 49 Republicans doesn’t,
in my opinion, constitute bipartisan-
ship. However, sitting down and work-
ing out our differences to establish a
constructive alternative does, in fact,
constitute bipartisanship.

On the surface, this legislation is
about the tax cut, but it is also about
much more than a tax cut. This bill is
about changing the partisan tenor in
Washington. And when we can success-
fully negotiate with the people at both
ends of Pennsylvania Avenue, as well
as with colleagues on either side of the
table, we will be taking a step in the
right direction. I am confident that if
we work together, we will in fact re-
duce our differences, and we will also
in fact reduce taxes; but we will not re-
duce our hopes and our dreams or those
of others.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the Senator from Nebraska. He
has been an exceptional addition to the
Senate. He comes to us as a very dis-
tinguished former Governor, and he has
made a great contribution to this de-
bate in the Senate. I want to say that
we welcome him, and we are so pleased
that he has played this constructive
role.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, at
some point, the division of this Senate
on the issue of a tax reduction proposal
must end. We must find some moment
where there is a bipartisan approach
that both protects our resources to
deal with education and health care
initiatives, but also has meaningful tax
reduction. This can be that moment.

I join with Senator BREAUX because I
believe we have found a reasonable

compromise that is bipartisan—a $1.25
trillion tax reduction that lowers
rates, offers real relief to middle-in-
come families, but also protects
enough resources to deal with our edu-
cation, prescription drugs, and other
family needs.

We have been told in recent months
that there is a false choice. We can ei-
ther deal with these problems or we
can provide tax relief, but most as-
suredly we cannot do both. With this
proposal, we achieve both by doing
each modestly.

I have in the past indicated my belief
that I could support a $1.6 trillion tax
reduction as proposed by President
Bush. Indeed, if required to do so, at
some point I might vote for it, but
surely this is the better path—not a
tax reduction of 51 votes, no Vice
President breaking a tie to decide upon
a major national initiative that will
decide the basic fiscal parameters of
this Government for the next decade.
This, a bipartisan plan that is afford-
able, protects the surplus and allows
for a variety of other initiatives.

This is the most important part of
the plan because while these are good
times in America, they are not perfect
times; and while the economy has been
strong, it is now troubled.

In the last few years, we began an ef-
fort to hire 100,000 teachers; 50,000 re-
main to be hired to complete the pro-
gram to reduce class size in America to
18 because we know it is the one vari-
able that does the most to improve the
quality of education.

Under the plan I offer with Senator
BREAUX, this initiative can proceed. I
am not certain it can with a larger tax
cut program.

The Nation is living through a vir-
tual revolution of technology with pre-
scription medications prolonging life
and helping the quality of life. Yet 15
million Americans have no access to
prescription drugs. They are a vital
part of their quality of life.

This plan leaves enough resources to
write a realistic prescription drug pro-
gram. Were it larger, I am not certain
that would be possible.

I hope Members of the Senate will
look carefully at what Senator BREAUX
has offered today, our first chance at a
bipartisan product to move toward
meaningful tax reduction and a bal-
anced program. I am sympathetic with
the need to reduce taxes and reduce
them substantially and immediately. I
do not think a nation at peace, in rel-
atively good economic times, should be
taking 28 or 30 percent of the incomes
of middle-income families. Indeed, 39
percent of the income of any American
family should not be expected in peace-
time and in relatively good times.

That is exactly what we are asking of
the American people. The average per
capita tax in America is $6,300. In my
State of New Jersey, it is an astound-
ing $9,400 per person. For a middle-in-
come family, that is money the Federal
Government should not expect because
the Federal Government does not need
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it. That is money that should be going
to educate children, feed them, house
them, to deal with family security and
emergencies and savings. That is the
better use of these resources.

I believe that meaningful tax reduc-
tion in an economy of this size, with
these emerging surpluses, can allow for
dramatic tax reduction on this scale.

Senator BREAUX has offered a mean-
ingful beginning to writing that tax re-
duction and providing that relief. I am
proud to join with him.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator from New Jersey once
again for a powerful and persuasive
presentation.

Mr. President, I ask the Senator from
Connecticut if he seeks time.

Mr. DODD. I do, Mr. President.
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to

the Senator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, my amend-

ment is currently being crafted, and I
have been in discussion with the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. I will explain what the amend-
ment is and then I will offer it shortly.

I will be offering this amendment on
behalf of myself and several of my col-
leagues: Senators WELLSTONE, CLINTON,
BINGAMAN, CORZINE, MURRAY,
LANDRIEU, LINCOLN, ROCKEFELLER,
DAYTON, and DURBIN.

This amendment ensures that crit-
ical children’s programs will be pro-
tected from harmful cuts. President
Bush, as we all know, campaigned on
the promise to leave no child behind. If
we heard it once, we heard it a thou-
sand times during the campaign. Those
of us who took this President at his
word were dismayed, to put it mildly,
by the news 2 weeks ago that he in-
tends to pay for the tax cut by cutting
programs affecting children’s health,
children’s hospitals, child care, and
child abuse prevention treatment pro-
grams.

His actions certainly beg the ques-
tion: When he pledged to leave no child
behind, which children did he mean?
Not abused and neglected children ap-
parently because he would cut funding
for child abuse by 18 percent.

Yesterday I attended a wonderful
program sponsored by Child Help USA,
a national group supporting programs
to eliminate child abuse in this coun-
try. I was pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to participate in the program.
The luncheon was co-hosted by the dis-
tinguished wife of our majority leader
and my wife. We had speakers from the
House and the Senate, as well as many
experts from across the country who
are involved in child abuse prevention.
Groups like Child Help USA, serving
the needs of abused and neglected chil-
dren throughout the nation, deserve
our utmost support. The amendment
that I offer today is a step in the direc-
tion of providing that support.

What we are doing with this amend-
ment is seeing to it that the level of

funding for child abuse at the very
least remains the same and we do not
have an 18-percent cut in that program,
as called for in President Bush’s budg-
et.

More than 800,000 children are the
victims of child abuse each year. Cer-
tainly an 18-percent cut in that pro-
gram can be devastating for these very
worthwhile efforts.

Children’s hospitals is a second issue
addressed by this amendment. These
hospitals train more than 25 percent of
our Nation’s pediatricians and more
than 50 percent of the country’s pedi-
atric specialists. A $35 million cut in
that program which trains pediatri-
cians and pediatric specialists is surely
a move in the wrong direction. The
most critically ill children in our coun-
try are at these children’s hospitals,
and seeing to it they get the proper as-
sistance and support is critically im-
portant.

The third issue addressed by my
amendment is the restoration of the
$20 million cut in the early learning
programs contained in President
Bush’s budget. These early learning
programs were sponsored by our col-
league from Alaska, Senator STEVENS,
and our colleague from Massachusetts,
Senator KENNEDY. I believe the early
learning program is certainly worth-
while, and it has to be restored. My
amendment will restore this cut.

Lastly, as many of my colleagues
know, child care is a very important
program to our nation’s children and
families. Last year, this body, along
with the other body, increased funding
for child care. Under the President’s
proposal, child care would be cut by
$200 million which is a major step in
the wrong direction. Given the needs of
children who are on waiting lists for
child care and of working families who
need help in paying for the cost of child
care, child care funding is vitally im-
portant. Mr. President, in Texas, 41,000
children are on the waiting list for
child care assistance, in Florida, 44,000;
Mississippi, 15,000; 16,000 in Massachu-
setts; 14,000 in North Carolina. Yet if
the proposed cuts went into place,
60,000 more families with young chil-
dren and toddlers would be denied child
care assistance under the child care de-
velopment block grant that was au-
thored by my colleague from Utah,
Senator HATCH, and myself. We think
the restoration to present levels of
funding is the very least we can do as
we enter the 21st century with the es-
tablished need for well-trained pedia-
tricians, good early learning programs,
adequately dealing with child abuse,
and providing at least the same level of
funding for child care assistance in this
country.

We are told all the reasons we need
to have a tax cut of this size, but to do
that, it seems to me, the cost of cut-
ting into programs for the most needy
people in our society—children in chil-
dren’s hospitals, children who are
abused, children who need early learn-
ing programs—is too high a price to

pay for tax relief. To say we cannot
provide some reduction in that tax cut,
where the bulk of it is still going to
those who can afford these programs
the most, to provide some assistance to
these children and these families is
something for which this body I believe
does not want to be on record.

This is not an increase. I stress to my
colleagues, I am not asking for that. I
will, however, at some point. Today all
I am asking for is the restoration of
last year’s funding levels. That is all—
child abuse, child care, and pediatric
care, along with early learning pro-
grams that Senator STEVENS and Sen-
ator Kennedy have championed, do not
deserve these cuts. All I am asking for
with this amendment is that we—at
the very minimum—provide the same
level of funding we provided just last
year. While I surely support adding to
these levels, and will work toward
boosting funding as we move into the
appropriation’s process, the amend-
ment I offer today simply restores cuts
to these vital programs contained in
President Bush’s budget. Don’t make
cuts in these programs at the same
time we are offering a substantial tax
break for those I know who like it, but
many of them would agree that their
money could be better invested in pro-
grams that serve vulnerable children
and families.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I yield 1 minute to my colleague from
Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Connecticut
for his amendment. I thank him for his
passion for children. I am very proud to
be an original cosponsor of this amend-
ment. I thank my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, if indeed they
support this amendment. To cut fund-
ing for a program that would help with
prevention of child abuse, to cut fund-
ing for child care, little children, to cut
funding for training for doctors at
some of our children’s hospitals where
you have some of the sickest children
is no way to realize the goal of leaving
no child behind.

This amendment restores funding.
There will be a number of Senators
fighting for more funding for invest-
ment in children, especially prekinder-
garten, little children. This is a good
amendment. I thank my colleague
from Connecticut. I am proud to be a
supporter.

Mr. DODD. We are talking about a
very modest amount of money. We
Members have been talking about bil-
lions of dollars yesterday and today.
This amendment does not even get
near the $1 billion figure. While we reg-
ularly talk of billions and trillion of
dollars around here as if they don’t
count much, they surely count if you
have a child in a children’s hospital
needing help, if you are a parent trying
to afford child care and you are work-
ing, if you have seen what happens to
children that are abused. The millions
of dollars that this amendment will re-
store, while not the billions we usually
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talk about, can make a huge difference
to a family with a sick child or in need
of child care. Sixty thousand children
could be positively affected by keeping
the funding level for child care, not to
mention the thousands of kids who
need the help in our children’s hos-
pitals for pediatric care, and not to
mention the abused and neglected chil-
dren that would benefit from this
amendment.

I hope that the request that I am
making to my colleagues on the Budg-
et Committee with this amendment
will find some room in their hearts to
at least keep the playing field level for
children and families that need our
help. If we reduce the tax cut by this
tiny amount, it will not cause any
great damage to other people. These
programs are deserving. The American
public believes that children who are
sick and need care, abused kids, de-
serve to get help.

I urge adoption of this amendment.
Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator will

modify the amendment so the money is
taken out of the contingency fund in-
stead of the tax cut it will be passed.
Otherwise, we will have to wait and see
what we can do.

I will take a minute in response to
the Senators who spoke for a tax num-
ber considerably lower than the Presi-
dent’s. I heard the number was $1.25
trillion. I heard both of the Senators
on the other side, led by Senator
BREAUX, say we ought to have a bipar-
tisan approach. The President came to
town and they are quite sure this is
what he would like because it is bipar-
tisan.

I remind everybody what I am willing
to do as chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, to make sure the Senate under-
stands—each and every Senator and
those who report for them—we are ask-
ing for the President’s proposal. I have
heard him now more than 10 times
clarify this. They ask him: What about
$1.25 trillion, Mr. President? What
about $1.4 trillion, Mr. President? Of
course he is good-natured; he listens
and he says: I think that is too low. I
think that is too low. They ask for a
higher amount because some want
more than 1.6, and he says that is too
high and 1.6 is just about right.

Those who are suggesting they are
doing what the President is seeking
when they are asking for $1.25 trillion
instead of $1.6 trillion, that is their
proposal. That is not the President’s
proposal. It may be they will prevail
and we won’t get the President’s pro-
posal.

I want everybody to know that is my
brief response to the two or three
speeches made on the other side of the
aisle, led by the distinguished senior
Senator from Louisiana, the junior
Senator from Nebraska, and the senior
Senator from New Jersey.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I

rise today to join my colleagues in ad-
vocating passage of the Bond and Mi-
kulski amendment on science and tech-

nology research funding. This amend-
ment recognizes the critical impor-
tance of Federal science and tech-
nology funding in expanding the fron-
tiers of science and laying the ground-
work for economic success.

The Bond-Mikulski amendment will
increase the funding for the National
Science Foundation, the Department of
Energy’s R&D activities, and NASA.
Importantly, the increase to NSF
would return us to a path to double
that agency’s funding over the next
five years. I have worked for many
years with Senators FRIST, LIEBERMAN
and others on the Federal Research In-
vestment Act, which would double fed-
eral funding government-wide for
science and technology research. That
bill has passed the Senate twice, but
has yet to become law. This year I hope
that it will pass both Houses and be-
come law. This amendment contributes
to that larger overall effort by main-
taining our funding trajectory for sev-
eral agencies for the current budget.
The Federal Research Investment Act
is still necessary to reach our goal on
the larger group of agencies that to-
gether represent our nation’s overall
commitment to federal science sup-
port, and to ensure that funding will be
adequate over a longer time period.

Senators BOND, MIKULSKI, FRIST,
LIEBERMAN, and I are not alone in our
call for more substantial funding for
science and technology research. The
House Science Committee, CEOs of our
high technology companies, Presidents
of our leading universities, our top sci-
entists and economists, and representa-
tives of labor organizations have all
made it clear that Congress must make
significantly higher long-term invest-
ments in science and technology re-
search. Congressional failure to appro-
priate more funding for science and
technology research will threaten
America’s competitive advantage in in-
formation technology, biotechnology,
health science, new materials, and
other critical technology-intensive
fields. As we all know, many of our
best economic thinkers, including Alan
Greenspan, MIT economist Lester
Thurow, and Harvard Business School
professor Michael Porter, have asserted
that our country’s leadership in these
areas is a critical ingredient for future
economic success.

This amendment gives us a chance to
make an important investment in our
country’s future and to lay the ground-
work for continued American high-tech
leadership. I urge my colleagues to
heed our high-tech, academic, and
labor leaders’ call to action on federal
R&D support and work together to pass
this important amendment.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to cosponsor this amend-
ment offered by Senators BOND and MI-
KULSKI to increase funding authoriza-
tion for Function 250. Studies have
shown that roughly half of the eco-
nomic growth in the past 50 years is a
direct result of technological innova-
tion; science, engineering, and tech-

nology play a central role in the cre-
ation of new goods and services, new
jobs and new capital. Three of the
greatest generators of innovative ideas,
The National Science Foundation,
NASA, and the Department of Energy,
receive significant budget increases in
this amendment, reaffirming our na-
tion’s commitment to achieving ad-
vances in science and technology.

This commitment to research and de-
velopment is also imperative for train-
ing the next generation of scientists
and engineers. Reductions in R&D
translate to reductions in the number
of students trained in technical dis-
ciplines. In short, strong support for
federally-funded R&D is crucial to con-
tinued economic and technological suc-
cess for our Nation.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want
to indicate my strong support for the
amendment offered by Senator BOND
and Senator MIKULSKI that would in-
crease the amount of funding available
for scientific research at the National
Science Foundation, NASA and the De-
partment of Energy by $1.4 billion.

Our nation’s capacity for
groundbreaking scientific research is
one of its greatest assets. Scientific re-
search strengthens our economy, im-
proves our international competitive-
ness and raises the quality of life for
all of our citizens. President Bush’s
2002 budget, however, will retard our
nation’s investment into such research.
For example, it virtually freezes fund-
ing for the National Science Founda-
tion, NSF, cutting facility project
funding by $13 million, and providing
no funding for new projects. Such cuts
threaten to throw our country’s re-
search portfolio out of balance by not
providing for needed advances in the
physical sciences and engineering.

Science is a bipartisan issue. A re-
cent Wall Street Journal article re-
ported that to pay for his tax cut,
‘‘President Bush is having to chop an-
other Republican priority: increased
government spending for science.’’ D.
Allen Bromley, a professor of nuclear
physics at Yale and science and tech-
nology advisor to former President
George H. W. Bush, recently wrote,
‘‘the proposed cuts by the Bush Admin-
istration to scientific research are a
self-defeating policy. Congress must in-
crease the federal investment in
science. No science, no surplus. It’s
that simple.’’ Even Former House
Speaker Newt Gingrich has been re-
ported as calling the President’s NSF
budget ‘‘a tragic mistake,’’ stating it
‘‘should be $11 billion’’ instead of $4.5
billion.

Earlier this year, a blue-ribbon panel
of physicists recommended a site in my
state of South Dakota, the Homestake
Gold Mine, as its preferred location for
a world class underground physics lab.
Last year, the Homestake Mining Com-
pany announced it will close its doors
this December after more than 125
years of operation. The mine has been
the economic mainstay of the Black
Hills of South Dakota, and its closure
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would have a devastating effect on the
surrounding communities. Converting
the mine into a world-class research fa-
cility holds great promise for the sci-
entific community at large and would
minimize the disruption the mine’s clo-
sure will have on the region. With an
underground laboratory, hundreds of
new jobs would be created, business
would expand, and new opportunities
for growth and learning would abound.

If Homestake is selected as the site
for a national underground science lab-
oratory, it is imperative for the project
to be funded this year. Unless construc-
tion begins this year, Homestake Min-
ing Company will allow the mine shafts
to flood when the mine closes, perma-
nently foreclosing any chance of build-
ing the lab at Homestake. Moreover,
the longer we delay, the more likely it
is that the mine’s workforce will leave,
crippling our ability to construct the
lab.

The Bond/Mikulski amendment will
greatly enhance the prospects that val-
uable scientific ventures like the na-
tional underground physics laboratory
will secure the government support
needed to make them viable. I encour-
age my colleagues to support it.

AMENDMENT NO. 322

Mr. DODD. I call up amendment No.
322.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD]

proposes an amendment numbered 322.

Mr. DODD. I ask unanimous consent
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase discretionary funding

for Early Learning, Child Care Develop-
ment Block Grant, Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment, and Pediatric GME pro-
grams)
On page 2, line 17, increase the amount by

$1,163,000,000.
On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by

$1,498,000,000.
On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by

$1,163,000,000.
On page 27, line 3, increase the amount by

$243,000,000.
On page 27, line 4, increase the amount by

$243,000,000.
On page 28, line 22, increase the amount by

$50,000,000.
On page 28, line 24, increase the amount by

$50,000,000.
On page 32, line 15, increase the amount by

$870,000,000.
On page 32, line 16, increase the amount by

$870,000,000.
On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by

$1,163,000,000.
On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by

$1,163,000,000.
On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by

$1,163,000,000.
On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by

$1,163,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

AMENDMENT NO. 288

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senators GREGG and FEIN-

GOLD, I send an amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Ohio [Mr. VOINOVICH], for

himself, Mr. FEINGOLD and Mr. GREGG, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 288.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I ask unanimous
consent the reading be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To improve the fiscal discipline of

the budget process)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . EMERGENCY DESIGNATION POINT OF

ORDER IN THE SENATE.
(a) DESIGNATIONS.—
(1) GUIDANCE.—In making a designation of

a provision of legislation as an emergency
requirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) or
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, the committee
report and any statement of managers ac-
companying that legislation shall analyze
whether a proposed emergency requirement
meets all the criteria in paragraph (2).

(2) CRITERIA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The criteria to be consid-

ered in determining whether a proposed ex-
penditure or tax change is an emergency re-
quirement are—

(i) necessary, essential, or vital (not mere-
ly useful or beneficial);

(ii) sudden, quickly coming into being, and
not building up over time;

(iii) an urgent, pressing, and compelling
need requiring immediate action;

(iv) subject to subparagraph (B), unfore-
seen, unpredictable, and unanticipated; and

(v) not permanent, temporary in nature.
(B) UNFORESEEN.—An emergency that is

part of an aggregate level of anticipated
emergencies, particularly when normally es-
timated in advance, is not unforeseen.

(3) JUSTIFICATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET CRI-
TERIA.—If the proposed emergency require-
ment does not meet all the criteria set forth
in paragraph (2), the committee report or the
statement of managers, as the case may be,
shall provide a written justification of why
the requirement should be accorded emer-
gency status.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—When the Senate is
considering a bill, resolution, amendment,
motion, or conference report, a point of
order may be made by a Senator against an
emergency designation in that measure and
if the Presiding Officer sustains that point of
order, the provision making such a designa-
tion shall be stricken from the measure and
may not be offered as an amendment from
the floor.

(c) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—This section may
be waived or suspended in the Senate only by
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members, duly chosen and sworn. An affirm-
ative vote of three-fifths of the Members of
the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be
required in the Senate to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

(d) DEFINITION OF AN EMERGENCY REQUIRE-
MENT.—A provision shall be considered an
emergency designation if it designates any
item an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(A) or 252(e) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985.

(e) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—A point
of order under this section may be raised by
a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(f) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—If a point of
order is sustained under this section against
a conference report, the report shall be dis-
posed of as provided in section 313(d) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(g) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 205 of H.
Con. Res. 290 (106th Congress) is repealed.
SEC. . CLOSING BUDGET LOOPHOLES.

(a) CHANGING CAPS.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill or
resolution (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on that bill or resolution) that
changes the discretionary spending limits
this resolution.

(b) WAIVING SEQUESTER.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill or
resolution (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on that bill or resolution) that
waives or suspends the enforcement of sec-
tion 251 of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(c) DIRECTED SCORING.—It shall not be in
order in the Senate to consider any bill or
resolution (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on that bill or resolution) that
directs the scorekeeping of any bill or reso-
lution.

(d) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—This section may
be waived or suspended in the Senate only by
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members, duly chosen and sworn. An affirm-
ative vote of three-fifths of the Members of
the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be
required in the Senate to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President,
when I came to the Senate in 1999, one
of my goals was to bring fiscal respon-
sibility to Congress and to our Nation.

In this regard, I have pursued my fis-
cal priorities, which are: pay down the
debt, control spending, and, if possible,
return to the taxpayers any of their
money that is not needed to meet our
most pressing obligations.

Over the last 2 years we have had the
proverbial ‘‘good news/bad news’’ with
respect to putting our fiscal house in
order.

The good news is, we are not using
the Social Security surplus or the
Medicare Part A surplus to cover our
spending, allowing them instead to be
used as they were intended. In effect,
we have managed to ‘‘lock box’’ Social
Security since 1999, and Medicare since
2000. I think we need legislation to
make sure we continue to do that.

In addition, because we haven’t
dipped into Social Security or Medi-
care surpluses, we have been able to al-
locate a total of $363 billion towards
debt reduction in the last 2 years.

The bad news is, we have spent far
too much money over the last 2 years.
For fiscal year 2001, we increased non-
defense discretionary spending 14.3 per-
cent last year and we had an 8.6 per-
cent increase the year before.

In the last half of last year, the 106th
Congress increased spending over 10
years by $598 billion. Nearly $600 billion
of the taxpayers’ money gone—used up.
That is disgraceful.

Therefore, to help avoid a repetition
of this sad episode, I am proposing this
amendment with my two colleagues,
Senator FEINGOLD and Senator GREGG.

The amendment we are offering helps
to refine the procedures in the budget
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process that are designed to control
spending. It is clear from the egregious
levels of spending in the past couple of
years that the existing process needs
reinforcement.

Our amendment is designed to tight-
en the enforcement of existing spend-
ing controls. To do this, we create an
explicit point of order against emer-
gency spending that does not meet the
definition for emergency spending as
laid out by OMB.

Under our amendment, Senators may
raise a point of order against legisla-
tion designated as emergency spending
that fails to meet certain criteria.

This provision would apply equally to
both discretionary and military spend-
ing and would also establish a 60-vote
waiver threshold.

I realize we will not completely stop
the problem of Congress’ over-spending
here today, but it is a reasonable first
step.

So what we are doing here with this
amendment is closing budget loopholes
by: Creating a point of order against
actions that raise the discretionary
spending caps; creating a point of order
against efforts to waive sequesters,
which is a budget enforcement mecha-
nism; and creating a point of order
against directed scoring in essence,
telling OMB and CBO how to treat
spending that others use in order to
dodge spending limits.

Any waiver of these measures will re-
quire 60 votes.

I want to reassure my colleagues
that our amendment will not preclude
the use of emergency spending to meet
our true defense needs.

I have no doubt whatsoever that
should this Nation face a crisis, there
will be well over 60 Senators willing to
vote to waive any possible use of this
point of order.

I believe that it is important that we
have this tool to eliminate the irrele-
vant spending that so often gets
‘‘tacked on’’ to our defense emergency
supplemental appropriations bills.

For instance, in past defense
supplementals, we have spent: $1 bil-
lion on ballistic missile defense en-
hancements; $200 million on defense
health programs; and $42 million on de-
fense counter-drug and drug interdic-
tion activities.

I would question whether these de-
fense ‘‘emergencies’’ could not have
been handled in the normal appropria-
tions process.

Total emergency supplemental de-
fense spending in fiscal year 2000
amounted to $17.5 billion, and in fiscal
year 1999, it totaled $16.8 billion.

Even for Washington, these are large
sums of money.

I am sure that the vast majority of
this spending is for legitimate emer-
gencies.

However, I believe we need an added
safeguard to help stop abuses of the
emergency spending designation in an
effort to circumvent our spending caps.

I believe this amendment is a sen-
sible approach to achieving our goal of

fiscal responsibility and it represents a
good step toward improving the trans-
parency of our budget process.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 322, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send a
modification of my earlier amendment
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:
(Purpose: To increase discretionary funding

for Early Learning, Child Care Develop-
ment Block Grant, Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment, and Pediatric GME pro-
grams)
On page 2, line 17, increase the amount by

$270,700,000.
On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by

$270,700,000.
On page 27, line 3 increase the amount by

$270,700,000.
On page 27, line 4 increase the amount by

$243,000,000.
On page 28, line 22 increase the amount by

$50,000,000.
On page 28, line 24 increase the amount by

$50,000,000.
On page 32, line 15 increase the amount by

$870,000,000.
On page 32, line 16 increase the amount by

$870,000,000.
On page 4, line 2 increase the amount by

$270,700,000.
On page 4, line 16 increase the amount by

$270,700,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues, Senators
VOINOVICH and GREGG, to offer this
amendment to improve fiscal dis-
cipline.

Our amendment would strengthen en-
forcement tools. The amendment would
restate the procedure on emergency
spending from last year’s budget reso-
lution, with one change. It would put
emergency defense spending on exactly
the same footing as emergency domes-
tic spending. All emergency designa-
tions would thus be subject to a 60-vote
point of order.

As under current practice, if sus-
tained, the point of order would strike
the emergency designation, but leave
the associated funding. If the funding,
without the emergency designation at-
tached, would push the total funding
for the bill over its allocation, or over
the total discretionary spending cap,
another point of order could be raised.

Our amendment would also close sev-
eral budget loopholes. It would make
out of order three separate devices used
to evade budget discipline: changing
the discretionary spending caps,
waiving a sequester, and directing
scorekeeping. Under current law, doing
any of these three things is out of
order on any bill not reported by the
Budget Committee. Our amendment
would extend that prohibition to all
bills.

This amendment will strengthen
budget enforcement. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I want to remind
my colleagues of one thing. The direct
scoring was used in the last two omni-
bus appropriation bills to, frankly,
avoid busting the budget caps. That is
why it is so important we have this
point of order.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
pending amendment is not germane.
Therefore, I am constrained to raise a
point of order. The amendment violates
section 305(b)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask
the point of order be waived and ask
for the yeas and nays on the waiver of
the point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Had the Senator

used all his time? How much time did
he use?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
used 7 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the Senator
like to speak a little longer on this
amendment in case somebody is inter-
ested?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Not necessarily, un-
less somebody wants to speak against
it. Then I will answer.

Mr. CONRAD. Does the Senator from
South Carolina seek time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
for 10 minutes from my distinguished
chairman?

Mr. CONRAD. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina 10 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 225

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 225 on behalf of my-
self, Senator BIDEN, Senator DASCHLE,
and others.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.

HOLLINGS], for himself, Mr. BIDEN, and Mr.
DASCHLE, proposes an amendment numbered
225.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for a $85 billion tax

rebate, and for other purposes)
On page 43, strike lines 10 through 12, and

insert the following:
(A) New budget authority, $85,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $85,000,000,000.
(C) The Senate finds that
(i) given the apparent economic slowdown,

the Congress should stimulate the economy
by passing a 1-year true tax cut stimulus
package that provides income tax and pay-
roll tax relief;

(ii) for real economic stimulus the 1-year
tax cut should equal approximately 1 percent
of the gross domestic product, or
$95,000,000,000;
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(iii) a meaningful economic stimulus must

reach as many taxpayers as possible, or at
least 120 million people;

(iv) the broadest range of taxpayers can be
reached by offering a direct rebate based on
income tax liability or payroll tax liability;
and

(v) the tax stimulus bill should be imme-
diate and take effect on or before July 1,
2001.

(D) It is the sense of the Senate that the
levels in this resolution assume that the
Senate should as soon as practical consider
and pass a stimulus tax package pursuant to
this budget resolution that will result in a
rebate of

(i) up to $500 per individual or $1,000 per
couple for 95 million taxpayers who pay in-
come tax; and

(ii) up to $500 for the 25 million taxpayers
who pay payroll taxes but do not have in-
come tax liability.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, my
appeal now is to all Democratic Sen-
ators, all Republican Senators—to the
Senate as a body—to heed the distin-
guished majority leader’s admonition
to us last evening when he exclaimed:
We are fiddling while Rome burns.
What we should be doing is taking up a
stimulus measure to get the economy
moving, not, if you please, worrying
about what is going to happen over the
10-year period—not for the elections
next year, or education, or housing, or
Patients’ Bill of Rights, or health care,
or any of these other things.

Distinguished members of the Con-
cord Coalition, including the former
Secretary of the Treasury, Secretary
Rubin, and former Senators Warren
Rudman and Sam Nunn, recently wrote
an editorial to The Washington Post,
‘‘On Taxes, One Step At A Time,’’ say-
ing what we really need:

We believe an immediate fiscal stimulus
can be provided independently of the pro-
posed 10-year tax cut.

That is exactly what my amendment
is cut out to do. The previous amend-
ment, the Durbin amendment, involves
the tax cut. This has nothing to do
with the tax cut. It responds to what
Rubin and others have been saying,
that is, to at least try to get 1 percent
of a $10 trillion economy, around $85
billion or $95 billion, to extend to the
greatest number of Americans—name-
ly, the 95 million taxpayers and the 25
million payroll workers, some 120 mil-
lion Americans—a $500 rebate, Senator
Domenici, or $1,000.

You ask me where the money is? This
is the most money we can utilize for
stimulus without touching the Medi-
care and Social Security trust funds. I
would have put in even more, if it was
available. The $60 billion the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico has
in his bill was called, by Steve Forbes,
‘‘an hors d’oeuvre.’’ I call it half a hair-
cut. I do not know whether the $85 bil-
lion in this particular measure is going
to do the trick. I hope so. But we have
the best authorities from all walks of
economic life, and from the market
itself, in agreement.

MIT professor Lester Thurow:
If President Bush were really interested in

using taxes to stop the plunge in the econ-

omy, he would drop his 10-year tax cut and
first go for a large 1-year temporary tax cut,
a stimulus package that could be extended
for another year if needed.

That is exactly what I have done. I
am not involved in the budget argu-
ments so as to divorce it from the poli-
tics of tax cuts; rather, get a true stim-
ulus package.

Robert Kuttner, whose column ap-
pears in the Boston Globe: First, the
tax cut should be smaller, quicker, and
directed to people who need it.

The best idea proposed by Harvard’s
Richard Freeman and the Economic
Policy Institute is a one-time dividend
of $500 for every woman, man, and
child. That would inject a lot of stim-
ulus into the economy right now. The
Treasury could send out the checks
within a month.

We are all complaining about Alan
Greenspan, but we have to do our part
here. If you want to accept responsi-
bility for the recession, just vote
against this amendment, because this
is not involved in the politics, tax, or
the budget debate. This is involved in
what everyone says—Republicans and
Democrats, economists and market ex-
perts—that we need right now.

David Broder:
If they can, this country can reap the bene-

fits of an immediate tax cut that will cush-
ion the effects of the slowdown of the econ-
omy.

That is just last week. And this
week’s Business Week headline reads:
America Needs That Tax Cut Right
Now.

We made it a rebate because I am
confident that our friends on the other
side of the aisle will not support the
Durbin amendment. Of course, the Dur-
bin amendment is not an amendment
with respect to the $60 billion amount,
it is an endorsement of the same
amount. I think it is inadequate on the
one hand, but otherwise it gives that
10-year lower bracket of 15 percent
down to 10 percent, which costs them
$500 billion and goes right in the face of
the Bush tax cut.

I do not want to get involved in that
political argument. I want a true tax
cut for which everybody can vote. That
is it.

What we have been doing here has
gotten all wound up with the rich, the
poor, the high, the low; what are we
going to do for medicine, what are we
going to do for defense and everything
in the next 10 years. But as the distin-
guished majority leader yesterday
afternoon said: Rome is burning.

If you want it to continue to burn,
vote the amendment down. If you want
to revive the economy and the market
so that there will be some surpluses
here, then please help us with this par-
ticular amendment.

I retain the remainder of my time.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, may I

ask a question of the Senator?
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, sir.
Mr. DOMENICI. I read the amend-

ment. Let me see if I am correct. You
don’t do anything to the rest of the
budget and the proposed tax cut.

Mr. HOLLINGS. No. I leave that
alone.

Mr. DOMENICI. You just increase the
60 that we have.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Eighty-five, because
I understand Senator GRASSLEY has
used some emergency agricultural
funds in his amendment. That is the
only one that is touched for 2001. The
Budget Committee staff has been keep-
ing score. I had to cut it back to 85.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am certainly going
to explore this with the Senator.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Please do. My good-
ness, with the smile on your face and
with some help, we can really help the
economy. That is the whole idea—not
to be partisan, or, I am for Bush, or
against Bush, or I am for the rich and
you are for the poor, and all of that
kind of stuff. Let’s really get what the
economy needs now.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am in fact smiling.
My face is in such a big smile that I
can’t hardly talk. So just give me a
moment. I don’t want you to answer
this. But if I consider your amendment,
would you consider my budget?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Oh, yes. I consider
your budget. In fact, if we had all of
those surpluses, I promise to vote for
Bush’s budget. As Senator BYRD carries
around the Constitution, I carry
around the economy. The debt to the
penny by the U.S. Treasury, from the
Secretary of the Treasury, shows that
the debt has gone up this fiscal year al-
ready by $102 billion, with a $42 billion
increase in the debt owed by the public
and $60 billion in debt owed by the Gov-
ernment itself.

We are not paying down the debt. But
if you get those surpluses, you will
have my help.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
close by saying I don’t want to ask an-
other question, obviously, because your
answer was one that I didn’t expect.
But I want to remind you that you
made a deal with me once. You said as
soon as we balance the budget—you
and I—wouldn’t you jump off of some
building?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Off the dome. That
is right. You had me looking for a
parachute last fall. But now look at
what we have going. We are spending
money we don’t have now on this par-
ticular measure.

I go back to Roosevelt’s ‘‘prime the
pump,’’ because I remember for about a
2- to 3-year period back in my home-
town they were paying everybody in
script. We didn’t have the money.

That assumes we don’t have the
money. But if you want to get this
economy moving again, let’s vote for
this particular amendment so we can
do that and not be accused of bogging
down in the political argument of tax
cuts and budgets.

Mr. DOMENICI. I would have modi-
fied my suggestion, and would have
said, Will the Senator try a bungee
jump? You wouldn’t have to jump for
real.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-

guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee and the ranking member, Sen-
ator CONRAD. I yield the remainder of
my time. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 201

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment with Senator
BROWNBACK and others, No. 201.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. ALLEN], for

himself and Mr. BROWNBACK, proposes an
amendment numbered 201.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for a tax cut

accelerator)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. TAX CUT ACCELERATOR.

(a) REPORTING ADDITIONAL SURPLUSES.—If
any report provided pursuant to section
202(e)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, estimates an on-budget surplus that ex-
ceeds the on-budget surplus set forth in such
a report for the preceding year, the chairmen
of the Committee on the Budget of the House
of Representatives and of the Senate shall
make adjustments in the resolution for the
next fiscal year as provided in subsection (b).

(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—The chairmen of the
Committee on the Budget of the House of
Representatives and of the Senate shall
make the following adjustments in an
amount not to exceed the difference between
the on-budget surpluses in the reports re-
ferred to in subsection (a):

(1) Reduce the on-budget revenue aggre-
gate by that amount for the fiscal years in-
cluded in such reports.

(2) Adjust the instruction to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the Com-
mittee on Finance to increase the reduction
in revenues by the sum of the amounts for
the period of such fiscal years in such man-
ner as to not produce an on-budget deficit in
the next fiscal year, over the next 5 fiscal
years, or over the next 10 fiscal years and to
require a report of reconciliation legislation
by the Committee on Ways and Means and
the Committee on Finance not later than
March 15.

(3) Adjust such other levels in such resolu-
tion, as appropriate, and the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate pay-as-you-go
scorecards.

(c) LEGISLATION.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider any bill that is re-
ported by the Committee on Finance pursu-
ant to the adjusted instructions described in
subsection (b), unless the bill provides for ex-
pedited procedures for the consideration of
the bill by the Senate no later than 60 days
after the bill is reported by the Committee.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I bring
forth this amendment on behalf of my-
self, Senator BROWNBACK, Senator
CRAIG, and Senator HUTCHISON of
Texas. This measure is the tax cut ac-
celerator amendment which will help
provide the assurance that we live up
to our obligation to American families
and make sure they receive the tax re-
lief they deserve.

The way this works is if the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s January report
projects higher than expected on-budg-
et surpluses over the previous year,
then this amendment would require the
Budget Committee to make the appro-
priate budgetary adjustments by reduc-
ing the on-budget revenue aggregate by
the same amount as previously unac-
counted for—the unaccounted for on-
budget surplus.

It instructs the Finance Committee
to increase the amount of tax relief by
the same amount, and the bottom line
is it sends money back to the people
and not to fund increased Government
spending.

We hear many issues and ideas about
triggers and brakes and circuit break-
ers designed to slow down tax relief
and not enough about a tax cut accel-
erator in the case that on-budget sur-
pluses are higher than expected.

If you look at the Congressional
Budget Office projections over the
years, they are generally very pessi-
mistic about what revenues will be
coming in and, therefore, surpluses will
not be there. But, in fact, they are
right about the deficits. They err on
the side of caution. I understand that.
That is probably a good way of looking
at things.

However, if the economy is doing bet-
ter, if the budget surpluses appear on a
year-to-year basis, who ought to have
the first claim on those surpluses? In
my view, it ought to be the taxpayers.

The Finance Committee and Budget
Committee may not want to use the
entire surplus for tax cuts being accel-
erated. They may want to say they
want to take care of priorities—let’s
say expenditures in health, or sci-
entific research, or national defense.
They will say: Well, we will use half
this for these priorities and half for ac-
celerated reductions in taxes.

The point is, that identified surplus
is not spent—not rolled over—but it is
determined as a definite, identifiable
amount of money that the Budget
Committee will act upon, that the Sen-
ate Finance Committee will act upon,
and then this whole body will act upon
and have that scrutiny.

I think it will, of course, in my view,
help speed up tax relief to the people.

Because any view is more optimistic
than the pessimistic views of the Con-
gressional Budget Office. There is plen-
ty of evidence, and other projections
have been too low over the years be-
cause they use static estimates—not
dynamic estimates.

It is understandable why in 1-year
budgets you would use static analysis
because you do not have the full im-
pact of tax reductions or any measures
until a few years or maybe more than
a few years down the road. If you want
to look at what the impact of static
analysis has on underestimates in the
revenue impact because of tax cuts, the
Kennedy tax cut under President John
F. Kennedy was 12.6 percent of Federal
revenues. They reduced rates from 90
to 70 percent. The rate reduction re-

sulted in a return of all expected rev-
enue losses plus an additional 4 per-
cent. The Reagan tax cut, at 18.7 per-
cent of Federal revenues, reduced
rates, tax rates from 70 to 50 percent.
The static models predicted a revenue
impact of a negative $330 billion. The
actual fiscal impact on the Treasury
was about $78 million—less than one-
fourth of the expected impact.

These numbers, coupled with CBO’s
past inaccuracies, make it reasonable
to believe that the on-budget surpluses
will come in higher than projected.

I am convinced more than ever that
we need a tax cut accelerator. Over the
past few days, the Senate has chipped
away on the on-budget surplus.

The Senate has reduced drastically
the available money for tax relief. Hid-
ing behind the arguments over process
about how many reconciliation in-
structions per budget resolution is
really to get in the way of real tax re-
lief for American families.

Real people do not care about rec-
onciliation. They think it is a domestic
matter, if you ever bring up reconcili-
ation. It means, at best, some sort of
family squabble being resolved. They
care about providing for their families.
People in the real world care about
their future.

This tax relief accelerator will hold
Congress accountable to the American
people, which I think is very good. This
budget represents a promise to the peo-
ple of America. It protects Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. Tax cut accelerator
does not affect Medicare or Social Se-
curity; it is only the on-budget surplus.

This budget helps pay off all avail-
able debt. It funds current Government
obligations and programs. It provides a
$26 billion increase, or 4 percent raise,
over last year’s budget for Government
spending. It ensures for future contin-
gencies. And this budget promises to
provide the people of America with the
tax relief they deserve.

I generally support this budgetary
framework, and I strongly believe we
should honor all of its promises. The
tax cut accelerator provides the assur-
ance that Washington will fulfill its
promise to return excess on-budget sur-
pluses to the people, to the taxpayers,
instead of permitting their hard-earned
dollars to be spent away by Govern-
ment bureaucracies.

The accelerator does not—does not—
touch Social Security or Medicare
funds. It does not threaten funding for
current programs. It allows for in-
creases in funding for new and existing
priorities, such as defense, education,
science, and medical research. And it
does not bring back deficit spending.

Today we have a choice. Our choice
is, Do we keep our promises? Do we
trust the American people and adopt
this amendment which provides the
necessary mechanism to ensure the re-
turn of unexpected on-budget surpluses
back to our families and businesses or
do we allow Government to keep this
money from them?

I say we ought to let the people de-
cide how to best spend their hard-
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earned dollars. Families must be better
able to save and spend for their chil-
dren’s education, to make a downpay-
ment on a new home, to invest in their
business, or to prepare for their retire-
ment years. It is my view that we
ought to trust people in our free enter-
prise system. People, better than Gov-
ernment, know how best to allocate
their own dollars.

When there is excess money here in
Washington, and in an on-budget sur-
plus—money that has not been appro-
priated; it is not promised, it is just
coming in at a greater rate than antici-
pated—the first claim on that, the first
lien, so to speak, the first mortgage,
ought to be to the taxpayers of this
country with accelerated tax reduc-
tion.

So with that, I see my friend from
Kansas has risen.

Mr. President, how much time do we
have on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. OK. I will yield the floor
and allow the opposition to make any
statements they so desire.

Mr. CONRAD. We do not intend to
use time on the amendment. So it
would be appropriate for the Senator
from Kansas to use the time. It is, un-
fortunately, the only way we can stay
on schedule with what we agreed to on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask unanimous
consent that I be allotted 5 minutes to
speak on behalf of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

I thank my colleague from Virginia
for his sponsorship in putting forward
this amendment. I think this is a key
amendment.

We have been talking a lot about re-
ducing the tax cut because we are not
sure that the money may come in.
What this amendment says is, if the
money does come in, then let’s require
that there be a vote that we have a
larger tax cut. That seems to me to be
the symmetrical discussion that should
be taking place.

We hear concern about: OK, what if
the resources do not come in? What if
this does not quite work out? Should
we lock ourselves into this size tax
cut? What we are saying is, once this
money comes in—I am confident it is
going to come in; I am confident that
it will happen—if it does come in, then
tax cuts of a larger scale should be
voted upon.

Yesterday the step was taken by the
Senate to make a smaller tax cut. I
think that was a wrong step. I think it
is a bad step for our economy. That
sends a signal to people that there is
going to be less money in their pocket.
Less consumer confidence will result
and that is going to be a more difficult
situation for our economy and for our
people.

What we are trying to do is send a
different signal, saying that if this
economy continues to put these sorts
of receipts in the Federal Govern-
ment—which I am confident that it
will—then we are going to return more
of that to the American taxpayers.
That will create an economic climate
that allows individuals to make in-
formed savings and investment deci-
sions. It is the best path for sound, re-
sponsible fiscal policy.

If individuals are not confident that
the economic decisions they make
today will be respected in the Tax Code
tomorrow, they will be less likely to
take the kind of risks that make our
economy one of the most productive
and fastest growing in the world. That
level of predictability and the assur-
ance is important.

This is why offering taxpayers a one-
time rebate, in my estimation, as has
been proposed by some of my col-
leagues, is bad economic policy. The
problem is, it gives the veneer of eco-
nomic growth while only providing
really a Band-Aid to the larger under-
lying problems of sluggish growth and
a slowing economy.

The goal of our economic policy
should be to encourage savings and in-
vestments at the margins, not pro-
moting policies that artificially might
prop up the economy through consump-
tion incentives that do nothing to
solve long-run economic problems.

Mr. President, because I know our
time is short, I want to make an addi-
tional point; that is, for people who are
also concerned that we are not paying
down the debt sufficiently with the
policies we put forward, what this says
is that if we have more coming in, we
will vote on a larger scale tax cut. We
are going to continue to pay the debt
down. We will pay down all the avail-
able debt over a period of 10 years. This
has nothing to do with that. We will
continue to honor that debt paydown
provision that is in the overall budget
and is a part of our overall proposal. I
want to make sure we set that one off
to the side so people are not concerned
about that particular issue as well.

With those caveats, and for those
reasons, I urge my colleagues to vote
for this triggering mechanism that
would go into place if—if—the dollars
are forthcoming. There really should
be no reason to vote against this
amendment. That is why I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment and
vote for it.

With that, Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of our time and yield the
floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to be made a co-
sponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I believe the Senator
has allocated me a few minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. President, how much time do we
have on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes 39 seconds.

Mr. WARNER. Might I inquire of the
Chair as to the amount of time remain-
ing for the Senator from New Mexico?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time for the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. ALLEN. I would like to have just
a final closing comment, and then I
will yield to the senior Senator from
Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ALLEN. Let me say in a few sec-
onds—and I want to yield the remain-
der of the time to the senior Senator
from Virginia—the Senator from Kan-
sas has it exactly right. We want to
have an insurance policy for the people
of this country, the taxpayers. We un-
derstand their budgets are strained.

If there is a surplus—and we are opti-
mistic there will be because we think
reducing taxes helps create jobs, im-
prove our economy, and has a dynamic,
positive impact on our country. So if
you want to make sure the taxpayers
of this country get any of the excess
money they have the first claim on,
then you should support this amend-
ment because it supports the people of
America and will help strengthen our
economy.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the senior Senator from Virginia, Mr.
WARNER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
Mr. President, I would like to call up

amendment No. 265, and ask unani-
mous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, what was the re-
quest?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was a request to call up an amendment.

Mr. REID. I object. There is an
amendment pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WARNER. I have it filed at the
desk.

Mr. REID. We have a UC that is now
in order. There is a unanimous consent
agreement in order, and the only
amendment in order now is one to be
offered by Senator WELLSTONE, after
this one is completed.

Mr. WARNER. I had consulted with
the Senator from New Mexico. I was
told I could have a minute. Obviously,
I am in error. I apologize to my distin-
guished colleague, and I withdraw my
comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,
how much time remains on the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
nine seconds.
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Mr. BROWNBACK. How much?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-

six seconds now.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,

CBO, in January of 1999, said that the
2-year forecast showed a total budget
surplus of $2.3 trillion. The surplus an-
nounced this year is $5.6 trillion. In
that 2-year time period, they more
than doubled the size of it. What we are
saying is, if that happens again, as is
likely, let us vote on a bigger tax cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The Senator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the

pending amendment is not germane.
Therefore, I raise a point of order that
the amendment violates section
305(b)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974.

I yield back the remainder of our
time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, under
section 904 of the Budget Act, I move
to waive section 305 of the Budget Act
for the consideration of this amend-
ment and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5

minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota. We only have 10 minutes re-
maining, I advise the Senator—actu-
ally less than that. We have agreed to
provide the other time to the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is fine.
Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator from

North Dakota yield for a question?
Mr. CONRAD. No, the Senator from

North Dakota can’t yield at this point
for a question because we are rapidly
running out of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 269

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 269.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms.
MIKULSKI, MR. KERRY, Mr. FEINGOLD, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr.
REID, proposes an amendment numbered 269.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase discretionary funding

for veterans medical care by $1.718 billion
in 2002 and each year thereafter to ensure
that veterans have access to quality med-
ical care)
On page 2, line 17, increase the amount by

$1,546,000,000.

On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,689,000,000.

On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,703,000,000.

On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,709,000,000.

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by
$1,546,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,689,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,703,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,709,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 36, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 36, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,546,000,000.

On page 36, line 10, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 36, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,689,000,000.

On page 36, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 36, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,703,000,000.

On page 36, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 36, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,709,000,000.

On page 36, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 36, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 10, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 37, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,546,000,000.

On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,546,000,000.

On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,689,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,703,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,709,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
introduce this amendment on behalf of
myself and Senators JOHNSON, BINGA-
MAN, DORGAN, MURRAY, MIKULSKI,
KERRY, FEINGOLD, and LANDRIEU. I ask
unanimous consent that Senators DUR-
BIN and DASCHLE be included as origi-
nal cosponsors as well as Senator
HARRY REID.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
problem with the President’s budget
request and this budget resolution is it
provides a $1 billion increase over fis-
cal year 2001 for all of the VA discre-
tionary programs. That is no way to
say thank you to veterans. Secretary
Principi, who is a great Secretary, tes-
tified before the veterans committee
last month. I believe he will be a great
advocate for veterans, but he had a
tough time with the following ques-
tion: How does a $1 billion increase
over fiscal year 2001 do the job for
America’s veterans when we are going
to see a $900 million increase this year
in medical inflation alone?

Then if we get beyond the $900 mil-
lion and add to that our commitment
to treating people with hepatitis C, our
commitment to emergency medical
services for veterans who have no cov-
erage, our commitment to the millen-
nium program for older veterans, our
commitment to mental health services
for veterans, we get way above $1 bil-
lion.

Mr. President, there are huge gaps in
the veterans health care system. We
can do much better. This amendment
would increase the veterans health
care budget, contained in this budget
resolution, by $1.7 billion annually.
The independent budget, which was
produced by Amvets, VFW, DAV, the
Disabled American Veterans, and Para-
lyzed Veterans, talked about $2.6 bil-
lion. This amendment gets us to that
level.
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Here is the point: $1 billion for all

discretionary programs for the Vet-
erans’ Administration is pathetic. It
doesn’t come close to meeting the
needs.

I am joined by Senator ROCKEFELLER,
who is the ranking minority member
on the veterans committee. He will be
speaking in just 1 minute.

The arithmetic is compelling, just on
veterans health care: $900 million in in-
flation, emergency room services for
veterans who don’t have any coverage,
hepatitis C coverage we have com-
mitted to, the millennium program,
which is so important when we are say-
ing to veterans who are 65 years of age
and over, we are going to begin to ad-
dress your long-term care needs.

When I am in the medical center in
Minneapolis and I am talking to a
spouse of a World War II veteran, and
this happens over and over and over
again, she doesn’t have a clue what she
is going to do when her husband gets
home. Where is going to be the care for
her? Where will be the supportive serv-
ices for him? Not to mention all the
long waits of veterans for health care.

The county veterans service officers
are the best of the best of the best.
They do the work down in the trenches.
I get my education from them. Even
though they are not within the VA sys-
tem, they talk about the long waits
and the gaps.

This amendment is all about living
up to our commitment to veterans. We
need to provide full funding for vet-
erans health care. This amendment
should receive Democratic support and
Republican support. The amendment
offset by transferring $1.7 billion out of
these Robin-Hood-in-reverse tax cuts,
of which over 40 percent of the benefits
going to the top 1 percent. We surely
can transfer $1.7 billion to veterans
health care.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that I be added
as a cosponsor of the Wellstone amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Let’s be very
clear. The Senator from Minnesota is
correct. For the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, under the budget resolu-
tion which is proposed, there will be
tremendous damage to the Veterans’
Administration and to the veterans of
our country. It is axiomatic that the
increase that is contemplated in the
budget resolution simply will not
work. It does not come close.

If there is anything which is an im-
mutable fact, it is that the cost of
health care and the cost of paying
those who deliver it goes up by more
than a billion dollars a year, just for
health care alone. That is across Amer-
ica, and that is true for the veterans.

Beyond that, we have a very difficult
problem of disability claims. We need
$132 million for staffing and tech-

nology. My veterans in West Virginia
are being told they are going to have to
wait for a full year even for a prelimi-
nary examination of their disability
claims.

Lastly, we cannot forget our commit-
ment to the final resting places of
honor for our veterans. Our Nation’s
veterans cemeteries are falling apart in
many cases. Graves are sinking. Tomb-
stones are breaking. That may seem in-
cidental to some. It does not seem inci-
dental to any veteran’s family.

I urge all to remember our promise
to our veterans and support the
Wellstone amendment.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I

would like to first commend Senate
Budget Committee Chairman DOMENICI
for including an increase in his budget
mark for veterans’ health care. This
funding level is in line with what the
Administration proposed in its budget
request and shows a renewed commit-
ment to veterans’ health care.

While I am pleased that this budget
includes an increase in outlays, I am
disappointed that it falls short of the
funding level proposed in the authori-
tative Independent Budget endorsed by
40 veterans groups and medical soci-
eties, including AMVETS, the Disabled
American Veterans, the Paralyzed Vet-
erans of America, and the VFW.

That is why I join Senator
WELLSTONE in offering an amendment
today that would increase appropria-
tions for veterans health care by $1.718
billion over the Budget Committee’s
level. With our amendment, the Senate
budget resolution would include an in-
crease in appropriations of $2.6 billion
for veterans health care over last
year’s funding level.

Our amendment pays for this in-
crease in health care for our nation’s
veterans with a modest decrease in the
$1.6 trillion in tax cuts proposed by the
President.

For a number of years, the VA had to
contend with a flat-line appropriation
for veterans’ health care as the cost of
health care far outpaced the rate of in-
flation. As a result, the VA experienced
deep cuts at a time when it should have
been addressing the growing need for
medical care for this country’s vet-
erans.

For the past 2 years, I have offered
amendments in the Budget Committee
and on the Senate floor to increase vet-
erans funding to allow the VA to con-
tinue giving quality care to veterans.
With the help of the chairman, we were
able to increase VA health care funding
by $1.7 billion for fiscal year 2000 and
$1.4 billion for fiscal year 2001. These
were good steps in restoring budget eq-
uity to veterans’ health care.

We must continue this process by in-
creasing funding for veterans’ health
care to the level recommended in the
Independent Budget. It is critical that
we increase veterans health care fund-
ing over and above the Chairman’s
mark in order to compensate for pre-
vious underfunded VA budgets and to

allow the VA to meet the growing
health care needs of our veterans.

Veterans from South Dakota visited
my office recently with stories of
understaffed VA hospitals, long waits
for appointments, and reductions or
cuts in vital services. These situations
are not unique to my state and affect
every VA hospital and clinic in the
country.

With adoption of our amendment, we
will have a VA veterans’ health care
budget that can adequately offset the
higher costs of medical care caused by
consumer inflation, medical care infla-
tion, wage increases, and legislation
passed by Congress.

Without a total increase of $2.6 bil-
lion above last year’s appropriation in
veterans health care, the VA will like-
ly be unable to address the treatment
of Hepatitis C, emergency medical
services, increased costs due to medical
inflation, and long-term care initia-
tives.

The Independent Budget highlights
the need to increase funding in a num-
ber of important health care initiatives
including: an additional $523 million
for mental health care; an additional
$848 million for long-term care; an ad-
ditional $25 million to restore the Spi-
nal Cord Injury program; an additional
$75 million to help homeless veterans.

Our efforts over the past 2 years to
increase VA veterans’ health care have
helped to reverse the damaging effects
of years of flat-lined VA budgets. We
have an opportunity to continue this
progress by adopting our amendment
to increase funding for VA veterans’
health care by $1.718 billion over the
Chairman’s level in the budget resolu-
tion. With our amendment, we will
fund veterans’ health care at the level
requested in the Independent Budget.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Johnson-Wellstone amendment on vet-
erans’ health care. At this time, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD letters of support for our
amendment from veterans organiza-
tions.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE INDEPENDENT BUDGET,
A BUDGET FOR VETERANS BY VETERANS,

April 3, 2001.
To All Members of the Senate:

On behalf of the co-authors of The Inde-
pendent Budget, AMVETS, Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans, Paralyzed Veterans of Amer-
ica, and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, we
are writing to urge you to support the John-
son-Wellstone Amendment that would in-
crease Department of Veterans Affairs (VA)
health care funding to the level we rec-
ommended for FY 2002.

The President’s ‘‘Budget Blueprint,’’ and
the Domenici substitute to H. Con. Res. 83
provides a discretionary spending increase of
$1 billion. This recommended amount would
not even cover the costs of mandated salary
increases and the effects of inflation. The
Independent Budget has identified an in-
crease for VA health care of $2.6 billion over
the amount provided in FY 2001. This rec-
ommended increase would provide the re-
sources necessary for the VA to meet the
needs of the men and women who have
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served our Nation, and rely upon the VA for
the health care they need.

Again, we ask for your support of the
Johnson-Wellstone Amendment that would
increase the amount available for VA health
care up to the level we have recommended in
The Independent Budget.

Sincerely,
DAVID E. WOODBURY,

Executive Director,
AMVETS.

KEITH W. WINGFIELD,
Executive Director,

Paralyzed Veterans
of America.

ROBERT E. WALLACE,
Executive Director,

Veterans of Foreign
War.

DAVID W. GORMAN,
Executive Director,

Disabled American
Veterans.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE
UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC, April 3, 2001.
To All Member of the United Stats Senate:

On behalf of the 2.7 million men and
women of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States and our Ladies Auxiliary,
we urge you to support the Johnson-
Wellstone Amendment to increase the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs’ (VA) health
care funding by $1.8 billion over the chair-
man’s mark for a total of $2.6 billion for fis-
cal year 2002.

We and our colleagues of the Independent
Budget have identified the need to increase
VA health care funding by $2.6 billion over
the amount provided in FY 2001. This rec-
ommended increase would provide the re-
sources necessary for VA to meet the needs
of the men and women who have served our
Nation and rely upon VA for health care.

Again, we urge your support of the John-
son-Wellstone Amendment to increase the
amount available for VA health care to the
level necessary to properly and compas-
sionately provide for veterans’ health care
needs.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. WALLACE,

Executive Director.

PVA,
NORTH CENTRAL CHAPTER,

Sioux Falls, SD, April 3, 2001.
Senator TIM JOHNSON,
Hart Senate Office Bldg.,
Washington, DC.

DEAR TIM, the North Central Chapter PVA
would like to thank you for the recent cor-
respondence you and Senator Wellstone pre-
sented to your fellow Senator’s concerning
the VA budget. These letters (dated March
12, 2001 and April 2, 2001) highlight the budg-
etary shortfalls as demonstrated in the Inde-
pendence Budget and bring attention to this
vitally important issue.

As you indicate in your letters, the VA
health care system must have adequate fund-
ing in order to provide the services our Vet-
erans need and deserve. Anything less than
the Independent Budgets’ recommended 2.6
billion dollar increase will mean a cut in
health care services. We must not and can
not return to the days of inadequate health
care because of the lack of funding.

Once again, on behalf of all the members of
North Central Chapter PVA, we commend
you for all your efforts on Veterans’ health
care issues. If at any time we can be of as-
sistance, please do not hesitate to contact
our office or myself and we’ll happy to help.

Respectfully,
JOEL NIEMEYER,

Government Relations Director, North Cen-
tral Chapter PVA.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
as the Ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, I ask my
colleagues to support an amendment
offered by Senators WELLSTONE and
JOHNSON to S. Con. Res. 20, the concur-
rent resolution on the fiscal year 2002
Budget. The budget resolution provides
for an increase of $1 billion for all vet-
erans funding from the fiscal year 2001
amount. The Wellstone-Johnson
amendment goes further and provides
for an overall increase of $2.6 billion for
veterans’ health care.

If the Department of Veterans Affairs
is funded at the level that the Budget
Resolution provides, a $1 billion in-
crease over the fiscal year 2001 appro-
priation, which might appear generous
at first glance, we can expect VA to
eliminate staff, delay providing health
care and benefits, and slash vital pro-
grams.

While some may describe the funding
included in this resolution as a major
increase, I must disagree. Much, if not
all, of this proposed increase would be
consumed in merely overcoming infla-
tion in the costs of providing medical
care. After spending vast sums for a
tax cut for the wealthiest Americans,
there simply isn’t enough money to
meet VA’s needs in the next fiscal
year.

The alliance of veterans service orga-
nizations that authors the Independent
Budget for Fiscal Year 2002—AMVETS,
the Disabled American Veterans, the
Paralyzed Veterans of America, and
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, rightly
concluded that ‘‘more must be done to
meet the increasing needs of an aging
veteran population, adapt to the rising
cost of health care, enhance and facili-
tate benefits delivery, and maintain
the continuity of funding for VA pro-
grams as a whole.’’

The budget resolution before us
would not allow us to fulfill those obli-
gations. We must ensure VA a level of
funding that will minimize the impact
of inflation, fund existing initiatives,
and allow the system to move forward
in the ways we all expect.

Urgent demands on the VA health
care system make increased funding
essential. The landmark Veterans Mil-
lennium Health Care and Benefits Act
of 1999 significantly expanded VA non-
institutional long-term care, which for
the first time is available to all vet-
erans enrolled with the VA health care
system. As we contend with the di-
lemma of developing long-term care for
all Americans, VA will begin this effort
with our Nation’s veterans. The Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates that
the VA noninstitutional extended care
program will cost more than $400 mil-
lion a year. We must supply adequate
funds to fulfill this legislative man-
date.

The Millennium Act also ensures
emergency care coverage for veterans
with no other health insurance options.
Necessity demands this costly provi-
sion: nearly 1 million veterans enrolled
with the VA are uninsured and in poor-

er health than the general population.
Although this new benefit has not yet
been either implemented or publicized,
claims are already mounting.

Medical inflation and wage increases,
factors beyond VA’s control, have been
estimated to devour nearly $1 billion of
VA’s budget annually. At the same
time, more and more veterans are turn-
ing to the VA for health care. In my
own state of West Virginia, the number
of veterans seeking care from VA has
increased, despite a declining total
number of veterans statewide. As an
example, the Martinsburg VAMC saw
its new enrollees increase by 24.7 per-
cent over the last 2 years. Rapidly ex-
panding enrollment at all four West
Virginia VA medical centers has jeop-
ardized their ability to provide high
quality care in a timely fashion. Unfor-
tunately, similar examples can be
found throughout the Nation.

Between new initiatives—long-term
care and emergency care coverage, and
simply maintaining current services,
we must secure an increase of $1.8 bil-
lion for health care alone.

Unfortunately, maintaining current
services will not be enough to ensure
that VA can meet veterans’ health care
needs. The aging veterans population
faces chronic illnesses and newly rec-
ognized challenges, such as the dis-
proportionate burden of hepatitis C,
that will further strain VA facilities.
We must anticipate the difficulties of
treating complex diseases and ensure
that we do not neglect the needs of vet-
erans with multiple, coincident med-
ical problems.

If we simply maintain current serv-
ices, can we expect VA to restore the
capacity for PTSD and spinal cord in-
jury treatment to the 1996 legislatively
mandated level? In West Virginia,
many veterans not only wait months
for specialty care, they have to travel
hundreds of miles to get it. We can de-
pend on community outpatient clinics
to increase veterans’ access to primary
health care, but we must also ensure
that the many veterans who require
more intensive, specialized services can
turn to adequately funded inpatient
programs.

VA research not only contributes to
our national battle against disease, but
enhances the quality of care for vet-
erans by attracting the best and
brightest physicians. The Budget Reso-
lution allows, at best, for a stagnant
research budget. Not only will this
slow the search for new and better
medical treatments, but it could weak-
en efforts to protect human subjects in
VA-sponsored studies. An increase of
$47.1 million will be required merely to
offset the costs of inflation and to
monitor compliance with increasingly
stringent research guidelines.

The $2.6 billion increase proposed by
Senators WELLSTONE and JOHNSON in
the amendment before us will ensure
that VA has the resources required to
provide veterans with the high quality
health care that they need.
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Savings may be gained through more

resourceful management of VA hos-
pitals and clinics, a possibility that VA
is pursuing through its Capital Asset
Realignment and Enhancement Stud-
ies, CARES. In the meantime, effi-
ciencies should not come at the ex-
pense of veterans who turn to the VA
health care system for needed treat-
ment, nor should VA neglect essential
repairs and maintenance of its infra-
structure while awaiting the outcome
of the CARES process. Accommodating
the backlog of urgently needed con-
struction projects will require an in-
crease of $280 million. A shortsighted
focus on immediate gains, by delaying
essential projects or neglecting exist-
ing facilities, may compromise patient
safety and prove even more costly to
VA and veterans in the long run.

The Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion also faces challenges that require
additional funding for staffing. One of
these challenges results from an aging
workforce. Projections suggest that 25
percent of current VBA decisionmakers
will retire by 2004. These losses would
be in addition to the staff that has al-
ready left service. It takes 2–3 years to
fully train a new decisionmaker.
Therefore, it is critical that VBA hire
new employees now to fully train them
before the experienced trainers and
mentors have retired.

In addition to this looming succes-
sion crisis, extensive new legislation
enacted in 2000 will severely affect
VBA’s workload. Sweeping enhance-
ments to the Montgomery GI Bill are
expected to double VA’s education
claims work. New legislation reestab-
lishing the ‘‘duty to assist’’ veterans in
developing their claims, regulations
presumptively connecting diabetes to
Agent Orange exposure in Vietnam vet-
erans, and new software systems in-
tended to improve the quality of deci-
sionmaking have severely affected
VBA’s workload and slowed output.
West Virginia veterans are already re-
ceiving letters from the VA regional of-
fice warning them to expect a 9–12
month delay for even initial consider-
ation of their new claims.

If VBA is unable to hire new staff,
the increasing backlog of claims—
which is already unacceptable—would
reach abominable levels. Without an
increase in staffing, the backlog of
claims is expected to grow from the
current 400,000 claims (up from 309,000
in September 2000) to 600,000 by March
2002. VBA will need a minimum in-
crease of $132 million to acquire the
tools, staffing and technology, to avert
this escalating disaster.

The mission of the National Ceme-
tery Administration, NCA, providing
an honorable resting place for our Na-
tion’s veterans—is becoming more dif-
ficult as we face the solemn task of
memorializing an increasing number of
World War II and Korean War veterans.
It is estimated that 574,000 veterans
died last year. The aging of the vet-
erans population is placing additional
demands on NCA in interments, main-

tenance, and other operations. VA has
attempted to meet this demand by
opening four cemeteries over the last 2
years and planning construction of the
six new cemeteries authorized by Con-
gress in 1999. It is estimated that an in-
crease of $21 million will be required to
develop these cemeteries.

Increases are also required to main-
tain the VA’s National Shrine Commit-
ment. We must preserve our national
cemeteries so that they do not dis-
honor those who died serving their
country. Sunken graves and damaged
headstones cannot be tolerated. We ap-
plaud VA’s commitment to this initia-
tive and encourage VA to continue the
project. In order to rise to this task
and operate its current facilities, NCA
will require an increase of at least $13
million for a total appropriation of $123
million.

If we fail to amend the Budget Reso-
lution before us, we tacitly place the
needs of affluent Americans before our
obligations to our veterans.

While we consider the best way to
cut taxes responsibly, we mustn’t lose
sight of our obligations. We all need to
agree on how much should go to tax
cuts and how much should be saved to
strengthen Medicare, invest in edu-
cation, and fully address the needs of
the men and women who have served
our country. I urge you all to support
this amendment so that we can fulfill
our Nation’s promise to our veterans.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we
should observe for our colleagues that
we set a goal of going to the debate on
reconciliation at 3:30. Wonder of won-
ders, we have accomplished that goal.

I thank all of our colleagues who
have worked together to help make
this happen. I single out, of course, the
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, Mr. DOMENICI, who, along with
his staff, has worked so diligently to
bring us to this point.

I also want to thank on our side, Sen-
ator REID, the whip, who has really
worked night and day to try to expe-
dite the consideration of this budget
resolution. I think working together
we have managed to get the trains to
run on time, which is not always the
case in the Senate.

Again, I thank very much my col-
league, the chairman of the Budget
Committee along with his very able
staff, including the director, Mr.
Hoagland, for the very hard work they
have done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, some-
how I feel that we are not yet finished,

that we have a long way to go. I think
I am right. Nonetheless, we ought to
stop over and pat ourselves on the back
this afternoon because we didn’t really
have this afternoon all planned out
with any unanimous consent agree-
ments. We had 2 hours. I think we have
made the best of it. I think from that
side four different amendments have
been considered with various Senators
speaking, and we have had time for
others to give speeches on matters of
importance. We have taken some on
our side. They are all subject to
amendment, unless we accept them. We
have looked at them to see if we can
dispose of them.

I thank Senator CONRAD and his staff
because we got a long way today to-
ward accommodating Senators who felt
very strongly that they had to give a
speech along with their amendment.
Nobody is limited in the future, but the
vote-arama will take a very long time.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 345

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI] proposes an amendment numbered 345.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment reads as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for tax relief)

At the end of title I, insert the following:
SEC. . RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-

TIONS IN THE SENATE.
The Committee on Finance of the Senate

shall report to the Senate a reconciliation
bill—

(1) not later than May 18, 2001: and
(2) not later than September 14, 2001

that consists of changes in laws within its
jurisdiction sufficient to reduce the total
level of revenues for the period of fiscal
years 2001 through 2011 by not more than the
sum of the totals set out in Section 101(1)(B)
of this resolution and increase the total level
of outlays by not more than $60,000,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2001 through 2011.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, as I
understand it, we have 3 hours to de-
bate this reconciliation instruction,
one-half hour for the distinguished
Senator BYRD, or his designee, and one-
half hour for the Senator from New
Mexico, or his designee; is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, since
Senator GRAMM wants to speak in the
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way that addresses a matter brought
up with reference to tax cuts earlier, I
will yield on our side 10 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee. This has been a
long, hard process and we are only part
way through it. Senator DOMENICI and I
don’t always agree at every single mo-
ment, but my admiration for him con-
stantly grows as the years pass and I
have an opportunity to work with him
more.

We are getting ready to have a seri-
ous debate, and I don’t want to in any
way infringe on it by getting into any
kind of partisan bickering, but I did
want to respond to one point that was
made earlier when we didn’t have time
to respond. I can be brief about it.

Some of our colleagues lamented the
lack of bipartisanship on the budget. I
want to respond, with all due respect,
that bipartisanship is a two-way street.
Since we started considering the budg-
et, we have had amendments offered by
Democrat Members of the Senate to
spend another $697 billion over the next
10 years. This is coming on top of the
last 6 months of last year, where we
added $561 billion to the underlying
spending projections of the Federal
Government over the next 10 years. I
just want to say that never in that
short a period in American history, to
my knowledge, have we ever had a Con-
gress or a Senate propose more spend-
ing in a shorter period of time. I guess
I would say that you can’t have it both
ways. You can’t have the bipartisan-
ship you seek and, at the same time,
propose that level of spending.

Having gotten all that out of my sys-
tem, let me turn to the issue before us.
I thank Senator BYRD for his willing-
ness to talk to Senator DOMENICI, to
me, and to others, in trying to find a
way out of this conflict. When you
serve in the Senate, when you have
competing visions for America’s future,
when you believe in what you are
doing, it is easy to get into conflicts
that are unavoidable. But when they
are avoidable and you don’t avoid
them, it is not only poor legislative
strategy, but I don’t think you are liv-
ing up to the high standards of this
great institution.

So when Senator BYRD raised a con-
cern about using reconciliation on the
tax bill, even though we feel as strong
on our side, based on the precedents
that have been used, including the tax
increase when President Clinton was
President, and the tax cut that was
part of reconciliation in 1997, we de-
cided that any time you can accommo-
date the concerns of another Member
without undoing your ability to have a
chance to achieve what you want to do,
that you ought to do it.

So we undertook what I call a fairly
extensive negotiation. We met three or
four times off and on. We submitted a
proposal in writing. Just to refresh my

colleagues’ memory, we have about
four or five people who work with this
law every day. Senator Byrd wrote
most of it. But to most Members, and
almost everybody else in America, it is
all gibberish.

Basically, under reconciliation, we
have a very powerful tool that allows
you to have special privilege in imple-
menting your budget. You are going to
hear a lot of debate about that and
what it was intended to do today.

The point is, it does exist. It is part
of the law. Under that procedure, it
would mean that the tax bill we bring
to the Senate would be subject to these
special procedures: There would be 20
hours of debate equally divided. The
majority could yield back its 10 hours.
So we could end up with 10 hours of de-
bate. We have a strict germaneness
rule on amendments. When the debate
is over, we have an up-or-down vote.

In naming conferees, we have a time
limit on debate. We have an up-or-down
vote. That is the procedure that exists
in the budget process.

What we had sought to do in trying
to work out an accommodation—and I
am sorry it did not work, as I know
Senator BYRD is. I want people to un-
derstand there was a good-faith effort
to work this out. We proposed that
rather than having 20 hours, we have 50
hours equally divided.

We proposed on first-degree amend-
ments there would be no more than 2
hours, unless the managers yielded
more time, that is, if there was real de-
bate, and on second-degree amend-
ments, only 1 hour; that all first- and
second-degree amendments be ger-
mane; that at the end of the process,
we have an up-or-down vote; that on
naming conferees, we have a time limit
on debate and then have an up-or-down
vote; and the same procedure would
apply to the conference report.

Some concern was raised that even
with this agreement, we could come
back and use reconciliation again. It
was clear from our intent at the time
that if we agreed to a unanimous con-
sent agreement, there would be no need
to use reconciliation.

In any case, with the best of inten-
tions, we got together. Differences ex-
isted at the end of the process, and no
agreement was reached. So we are here
basically in a debate and with a vote
coming that no one wanted, but here it
is.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to give a very brief synopsis of my ar-
gument for the use of reconciliation.
We have had an extensive debate on the
floor of the Senate. We are going to
adopt a budget at some point. I hope it
will be to my liking, but we are going
to adopt one whether it is to my liking
or not. We are going to go to con-
ference. I hope to be a conferee, and I
am confident the conference report will
be more to my liking if this bill is not.

In any case, we want to be sure we
have an opportunity to have an up-or-
down vote on the President’s tax cut or
something very close to it. Obviously,
there is no way we can make people
vote for it, but we want to be sure that
a new President with a new agenda
gets an opportunity to have his pro-
gram voted on.

We obviously are at an impasse as a
Senate on naming conferees. When we
worked out this powersharing agree-
ment—an extraordinary agreement, in
my opinion, and a very generous agree-
ment from the majority leader, in my
opinion—one of the things that was not
worked out is what do we do about con-
ferences.

We believe if we pass a tax bill in the
Senate and it requires a conference, we
do not want to get into a position
where we simply try to pass the House
bill. It may not be the final product we
want. That does not make for good law
to do something like that. We ought to
be able to name conferees, and on a tax
bill we adopt, obviously we believe we
should have a majority on the con-
ference committee.

Unfortunately, since we could not
work out a unanimous consent agree-
ment, the only way we can be assured
that we have this opportunity to make
the case and have an up-or-down vote
is through reconciliation.

When reconciliation was used to raise
taxes in President Clinton’s first year
in office, not one Republican voted for
that tax increase, but no one chal-
lenged the right of our colleagues who
were in the majority then to use rec-
onciliation. No one challenged that
right. It was used.

In 1997, in the budget when reconcili-
ation was used to adopt a bipartisan
tax cut, that was a hammered out
agreement between the Republican ma-
jority then in both Houses and Presi-
dent Clinton. No one challenged our
right to use reconciliation for that
process.

Now we have a situation where we
are trying to do for our new President
what President Clinton did. We are try-
ing to follow a procedure that we fol-
lowed in 1997 when no objection was
made. We understand strong feelings.
We are sorry we could not work this
out, but in the end, we believe the
process is the right process, and given
our inability to work out an agree-
ment, we want to use it. That is why I
urge my colleagues to vote to allow us
to use the same process that has been
used over and over since the budget
process first started.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

thank Senator GRAMM for his succinct
summary of where we are and what we
are about.

The reason this is a serious debate is
because it did not take me 28 years
being a Senator to learn—in fact, prob-
ably in the early years, I learned from
my opponent who has been in the Sen-
ate 43 years—there are some things
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very special about the Senate that ev-
erybody should know. It has a couple of
qualities that are rather incredible for
parliamentary bodies.

One of those is freedom to debate.
Sometimes people call that the right
to filibuster. Filibuster does not sound
so good, so of late we call it freedom to
debate. That really means if you want
to delay things or if you want to get
your way or you want to make some
changes your colleagues do not want to
make in the Senate, you can get the
floor and can talk as long as you can
talk and nobody can stop you until you
stop yourself. It even means more than
that.

Essentially, it is the right to debate
as long as you want and as long as you
can.

The second quality that makes this a
very different institution is the right
to offer amendments. It takes some
people a while to know what that real-
ly means.

I can recall during the Vietnam war
there was a Senator from the west
coast who used to sit at one of the
desks in the back. I am going to be as
plain and honest about it as I can.
Come 8 o’clock at night, it was 5
o’clock in the Senator’s State. At
about that time in the afternoon, re-
gardless of what we were debating, that
Senator would try to get the floor and
try to offer either an amendment or
resolution regarding the Vietnam war
because he was becoming known as an
anti-Vietnam war Senator.

Of course, at 8 o’clock in the Senate,
it was 5 o’clock in the State on the
west coast. If one does that every 5 or
6 days, you get to be known as the
anti-Vietnam Senator. A Senator can
also offer that to any kind of bill. It
can be offered to an appropriations bill.
It can be offered to an authorizing bill
unless there is an agreement to the
contrary. It is a Senator’s right.

Those are the two qualities that are
most significant about the Senate. I
learned them rather quickly. I do not
think I appreciated them in terms of
the institution for maybe about 10
years.

I soon found, once I became a mem-
ber of the Budget Committee —in fact,
through a quirk of things, I got on very
early and I did not choose to ever get
off because I could see myself moving
up, never thinking I would ever be
chairman. I could see myself moving up
and being ranking member. All of a
sudden, the Republicans took over the
Senate, and I got a call from Senator
Baker who said: Hi, Mr. Chairman, you
are chairing the Budget Committee. If
I was not in that position, I was in the
position of lead Republican.

I found out very quickly those two
qualities—the right to filibuster or de-
bate as long as you want and the right
to amend —were changed by a law that
changed the rules of the Senate. I am
holding it up.

This is the law. It was adopted 25
years ago. It changed, for as long as
this law is operative, the rules of the

Senate because if you have a reconcili-
ation instruction under this Budget
Act, which changes the rules of the
Senate, that reconciliation instruction
no longer carries with it on the floor of
the Senate those two cherished privi-
leges.

It has a limited debate because this
law says the debate is limited. It says
only 50 hours of debate on a resolution
and only 20 hours of debate on a bill
that comes forward from this docu-
ment and a resolution called reconcili-
ation.

Guess what else it did. You do not
have a right to amend a bill that is a
creature of a reconciliation instruction
which is a creature of this law. You
don’t have that right. Laws on amend-
ments are very narrowly construed.

I know my good friend, Senator
BYRD, is going to attempt to draw a
distinction between what we are doing
in this budget resolution because we
have a surplus and what we did other
times—either by increasing the taxes,
as we did for President Clinton in a
reconciliation instruction, which
meant 20 hours of debate and, for all
intents and purposes, no amendments.
We were in the minority, and every sin-
gle Democrat voted to give the Finance
Committee that authority, and then
every Democrat voted to pass the bill
that was the creature of that reconcili-
ation—split exactly down party lines.
But taxes were increased under the
process created by this act, in deroga-
tion of the normal rules of the Senate.

I happened to have been here through
almost every reconciliation, and my
friend from West Virginia frequently
calls it ‘‘re-conciliation,’’ and we have
agreed that both pronunciations are
correct.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DOMENICI. I am happy to yield.
Mr. BYRD. The pronunciation by the

distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico is the correct one. I have just got-
ten into a habit for a long time of say-
ing ‘‘re-conciliation.’’ I think it is rec-
onciliation. I am liable to stay in the
same old habit.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the budget resolution before the
Senate today is like other budget reso-
lutions. And I have been a party to
every single one. If somebody wants to
write the history of what has happened
that is most significant to the Senate
in the past 25 years, they can start off
with this bill. This has caused the most
significant changes that the Senate has
had imposed upon it by virtue of a rec-
onciliation instruction that has, on
some occasions, reduced spending. On
other occasions, it has increased taxes.
On other occasions—and if we get
around to the details I will list them
for everyone—we have used it to cut
taxes or reduce taxes.

Those who will write the history of
the past 25 years will probably say that
no other document has caused more
changes in the tax laws up and down, in
the changing of entitlements up and
down, without full debate and without

the right to amend, than this docu-
ment over this 25 years.

I was thinking I would come to the
floor and tell the Senate every rec-
onciliation bill of which I have been a
part. But the list is too long. It is very
long. There have been many. You can
tell if you read statutes of the U.S.
Congress and you find something that
says Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1976 or 1981, almost without ex-
ception they are the creature of a rec-
onciliation instruction done on the
floor of both Houses ultimately to
their respective committees.

Frankly, I don’t see any difference
between what we have done in the past
and what we have done here. As a mat-
ter of fact, there was an occasion in
1996 when the other side of the aisle
challenged a proposal in a budget reso-
lution to reduce taxes. They actually
raised the point of order that it wasn’t
right, it wasn’t permitted under this
act. The Parliamentarian agreed that
it was. We had a vote where the other
side challenged that and sought to ap-
peal the ruling of the Chair. The Chair
was sustained. The Chair was sustained
by a partisan vote. We had the major-
ity by three then. We had 53 Senators
then. The Senate decided you could use
reconciliation to reduce taxes, as they
were in 1976. I might suggest they were
done again in 1997 and 1999 and no chal-
lenge was made to them.

In two instances we did it, and the
President vetoed the bills anyway. So
you don’t find an omnibus reconcili-
ation tax bill for those years. But one
did pass the Congress, both Houses.

All I have sought in the budget reso-
lution and all I seek here is to use the
same process we have been using since
this Budget Act was adopted. It had
many experts, but in order to become
what it has become, because it still
works, it had to have some knowledge-
able input when it was written.

What did they need to do? They need-
ed to make sure that nothing stood in
the way of getting a budget resolution,
No. 1, including that rules of the Sen-
ate could not stand in the way of the
budget resolution. It had a limited
amount of time. And it had to get
passed.

Then they didn’t want reconciliation
to be held up. In particular, section 310
of the act, on page 25 of the act, states:
Inclusion of reconciliation directives in
a concurrent resolution on the budg-
et—a concurrent resolution on the
budget for any fiscal year to the extent
necessary to effectuate the provisions
and requirements of such a resolution.

That is precisely what we are trying
to do with our request that this proce-
dure be made available.

Frankly, some have asked: Senator
DOMENICI, how can you keep on doing
these year after year? I don’t know. I
think it is because the reconciliation
process provides an opportunity to get
something done. If there wasn’t some-
thing significant happening because we
stood here on the floor and produced a
budget resolution, I say to my good
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friend Senator BYRD, I don’t think I
would have been staying on the Budget
Committee, doing budget resolutions,
if we just admonished committees and
then they didn’t have to do it. In fact,
I stayed on because we had to tell com-
mittees what the parameters were and
they did it. We always told them, if
they didn’t do it, something might hap-
pen. They misconstrued us sometimes,
and they thought we would write their
law. We didn’t know what would hap-
pen. The leadership would have to find
a way to enforce it if the committees
didn’t.

The point is it has been exciting be-
cause we have done 12, 14, maybe 15
reconciliation bills that have literally
caused change that would not have
happened. Senator GRAHAM you didn’t
like some of the changes. Some of the
changes I didn’t like. To tell you the
truth, I didn’t like many of them. But
I don’t believe we should deny our-
selves an opportunity for this new
President to have us use a reconcili-
ation instruction bound and borne by
this Budget Act which changes the
rules of the Senate for as long as this
law exists.

I didn’t think we should say: We have
used it, but you can’t use it now. We
thought our President’s proposals for 4
percent growth in the expenditures of
government in the ordinary and reg-
ular appropriation process and a $1.6
trillion tax cut over 10 years out of a
surplus of $5.6 trillion seemed to be
more than justified by the new Presi-
dent’s proposals for sound fiscal policy
and, indeed, for sound tax policy for
our people.

With that as my introductory re-
marks and my concern, I offer today an
instruction, an instruction that we
would ask the Senate to vote on soon,
sometime this evening, that essentially
says we can use the process called rec-
onciliation to accomplish the tax con-
sequences of this budget resolution in
its final form, whatever that is.

I am quite sure that I have not made
this interesting for those out there lis-
tening; it is pretty hard to make this
interesting. But neither do I hope that
I appear anything but serious.

A little while ago one of my good
friends asked me to smile. I smiled in
response, so big that I couldn’t talk.
Then I said I have to either quit smil-
ing or I can’t talk anymore.

In any event, it is serious. I think we
should all try very hard to make the
average person listening to this under-
stand it is important to their business.
The public’s business is really affected
by the rules and the rights of Senators.
But they are also affected by the rules
and rights created by this Budget Im-
poundment Act of 1975. I did not help
write it. I voted for it. I think it passed
overwhelmingly. I don’t know if there
were even any negative votes for it. I
remember Senators such as Chuck
Percy from Government Operations
playing a part in it, coming to the
floor, saying it was the biggest change
we will ever effect.

It took me 5 or 6 years to understand
it really was a big change. All we want
to do now on our budget is make sure
the changes permitted by this law be
carried over to this President’s tax pro-
posals so we can get a start, as he
would say, toward letting the people of
this country get back some of their
money and also to create a kind of tax
policy that will be good for the future.

I am going to read this. I will not go
into any detail. I would say reconcili-
ation has been used by the Senate—
with reference, Senator GRAMM, to tax
law changes—not 1 time, not 5 times,
15 times—one-five times it has been
used—10 times to increase taxes and all
became law, 5 times to cut taxes, 2 be-
came law, 2 were vetoed, and 1 did not
find its way beyond the Halls of Con-
gress. It was what was seen to be a
rather useless chore, to send it down to
be vetoed. But the Congress did it. So
I repeat, over 25 years no wonder the
Senator from New Mexico wanted to
stay on this. We were changing things
dramatically, 15 times—10 to increase
taxes, all of which happened; 5 to cut
taxes, all of which happened.

With that history I very much appre-
ciate Senator BYRD wanting this mat-
ter to be thoroughly discussed. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is a
critically important debate. This is not
fundamentally a question of the issue
of the President’s proposal for a tax
cut. This is a far bigger issue than
that. This is the fundamental question
of the role of the Senate in our Govern-
ment.

Our Founding Fathers had a genius.
They created this structure of govern-
ment to protect the rights of the Amer-
ican people. They built a House of Rep-
resentatives that they wanted to re-
spond to the immediate feelings of the
people, a body elected every 2 years.
They wanted them to respond to the
will of the people and the immediate
passions of the moment.

They created the Senate with Sen-
ators having 6-year terms for a very
different reason. They wanted the Sen-
ate to be the cooling saucer in our Gov-
ernment. They wanted the Senate to be
able to debate and amend and to coolly
reflect on what the policies should be
for our country. That is the role of the
Senate, and this debate is consequen-
tial because it would dramatically
change the role of the Senate.

Reconciliation means no less than
Senators giving up their fundamental
right to extended debate and amend-
ment. Those are the things that distin-
guish this body from parliamentary
bodies the world around. It is what has
made this Chamber the greatest par-
liamentary body in the world. All of
that is at stake in the next 3 hours, be-
cause at the end of that time we are
going to vote, and how we vote will
help determine the future role of this
body.

Reconciliation was established in
1974 to allow Congress to make last-

minute spending or revenue changes. It
was not intended to be used to enact
major new spending proposals or major
tax cuts or substantive policy changes.
It was a device to make small changes.
It was in that context that Senators
were willing to limit their right to de-
bate and offer amendments, because it
was so narrowly to be applied.

By the early 1980s, reconciliation had
evolved into a mechanism for deficit
reduction. For example, in 1981, Con-
gress used reconciliation to enact the
spending cuts that President Reagan
called for. It was not used for the tax
cuts that President Reagan proposed
and that were passed precisely for the
reasons I have given. It was for deficit
reduction, not for spending, not for tax
cuts.

In 1985, Congress passed the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings Balanced Budget
Emergency Deficit Control Act and, in
separate legislation, the Byrd rule.
Both proposals served to limit the
focus of reconciliation solely to deficit
reduction.

What is being proposed now is pre-
cisely the opposite, a $1.6 trillion tax
cut with limited debate, limited time
for amendment, the rights of each Sen-
ator sharply curtailed. That was never
the intention of the Founding Fathers
of our Nation—never.

There have been attempts in recent
years to dramatically alter reconcili-
ation to implement major tax cuts in-
stead of to achieve deficit reduction,
but not once have those changes been
enacted. No reconciliation package
that did not reduce the deficit has ever
been enacted—not one.

The Senator from Texas referred to
1993 and President Clinton’s budget
that included reconciliation. Precisely
so, because that was a deficit reduction
package.

In example after example that has
been given by my colleagues on the
other side, they have neglected to
point out that when reconciliation ac-
tually was used and law was enacted,
those were deficit reduction packages.

Every one that involved a tax cut
was never enacted—not once.

That is why this debate is so con-
sequential, so profound, and will set a
very important precedent.

In 1981, a colloquy occurred during
consideration of the reconciliation bill.
Majority leader Howard Baker, the Re-
publican leader, and the Democratic
leader, Senator BYRD, underscored the
belief that the intent of reconciliation
was limited to deficit reduction.

According to Senator Howard Baker,
the revered Republican leader:

Reconciliation was never meant to be a ve-
hicle for an omnibus authorization bill. To
permit it as such is to break faith with the
Senate’s historical uniqueness as a forum for
the exercise of minority and individual
rights. In 1985, Congress passed the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings Balanced Budget Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act in order to reduce
the growing budget deficit. The 1985 act pro-
vided that no amendments to a reconcili-
ation bill would be in order if the amend-
ment did not have the result of reducing the
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deficit. That was the purpose of reconcili-
ation, to reduce deficits, to either increase
taxes or to cut spending but to reduce defi-
cits. It was not designed to either allow or
permit an increase in spending, or cuts in
taxes. That is precisely the opposite of what
was intended.

I call my colleagues’ attention to
something the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee said back in 1985.
He said:

Frankly, as chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, I am aware of how beneficial rec-
onciliation can be to deficit reduction. But I
am also totally aware of what can happen
when we choose to use this kind of process to
basically get around the Rules of the Senate
as to limiting debate. Clearly, unlimited de-
bate is the prerogative of the Senate that is
greatly modified under this process. I have
grown to understand that this institution,
while it has a lot of shortcomings, has some
qualities that are rather exceptional. One of
those is the fact that it is an extremely free
institution, that we are free to offer amend-
ments, that we are free to take as much time
as this Senate will let us to debate and have
those issues thoroughly understood both
here and across the country.

The Senator from New Mexico, our
budget chairman, was right when he
said that in 1985.

He said in 1989:
There are few things about the United

States Senate that people understand to be
very, very, significant. One is that you have
the right, a rather broad right, the most sig-
nificant right, among all parliamentary bod-
ies in the world to amend freely on the floor.
The other is the right to debate and to fili-
buster. When the Budget Act was drafted,
the reconciliation procedure was crafted
very carefully. It was intended to be used
rather carefully because, in essence, Mr.
President, it vitiated those two significant
characteristics of this place that many have
grown to respect and admire. Some think it
is a marvelous institution of democracy, and
if you lose those two qualities, you just
about turn this U.S. Senate into the United
States House of Representatives, our other
parliamentary body.

That is what this debate is about.
Are we going to have a Senate that
functions as our forefathers intended,
as the Framers of the Constitution in-
tended, or are we going to turn this
body into a second House of Represent-
atives?

That would be a profound mistake—a
mistake for our country, a mistake for
this Chamber, and a mistake for the fu-
ture.

I hope very much that cooler heads
will prevail, that we will vote to reject
reconciliation for this purpose, and
that we will reserve it for deficit reduc-
tion.

This is a profoundly important deci-
sion. We have just a few hours before it
will be resolved. I hope very much that
we understand and appreciate that we
can consider tax cuts in this Chamber
without using the reconciliation proc-
ess that limits the rights of Senators
and that changes the role of the Sen-
ate.

Massive tax cuts were considered
without reconciliation in 1981. They
can be considered without reconcili-
ation in the year 2001.

That is what we should do. That is
what we must do.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. I
ask my colleague from West Virginia
to proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from
West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Herodotus,
the Father of History, instructs us that
on his way to Salamis, Xerxes the
Great, the Persian monarch, ascended
a hill because he had a longing to be-
hold his mighty army, which was prob-
ably the largest army that was ever as-
sembled in the history of the world.
And arriving there, he paused to look
upon all of his mighty hosts.

As there was a throne of white mar-
ble, which had been prepared before-
hand at his bidding, Xerxes the Great,
son of Darius and grandson of Cyrus
the Great, took his seat upon it, and he
gazed thence upon the shore below, be-
held at one view, all of his mighty land
forces and all of his ships, which he had
assembled for this great battle, which
would soon occur in the Sea of Aegina,
and which is recalled to us as the bat-
tle of Salamis in 480 B.C.

As he looked and saw the whole Hel-
lespont covered with the vessels of his
fleet, all the shores and every plain
about him as full as possible of men,
Xerxes congratulated himself on his
great power and his great fortune, but
after a little while, he wept.

Then, Artabanus, the King’s uncle,
when he saw Xerxes in tears, said to
Xerxes: ‘‘How different, Sire, is what
thou art now doing from what thou
didst a little while ago? Then thou
didst congratulate thyself; now, be-
hold, thou weepest.’’

Replied Xerxes: ‘‘There came upon
me a sudden pity when I thought of the
shortness of man’s life, and considered
that all of this mighty host, which has
gathered from the many provinces
under my control as King of Persia, so
numerous as it is, not one —not one—
will be alive 100 years from today.’’

So, Mr. President, as I stand today
and gaze upon this Chamber, I, like
Xerxes, consider that of the 100 Sen-
ators—when I came here there were 96;
and there were 100 Senators in the
original Roman Senate—of the 100 Sen-
ators who will cast their votes today,
not one will be alive when 100 years are
gone by. But just as we who live today
revere the names and the works of our
illustrious forebears who framed the
Constitution 214 years ago, so will our
posterity—our children, our children’s
children, and our children’s children’s
children—look back upon us and our
works. And may our children, oh, God,
have cause to bless the memory of
their fathers, as we have cause to bless
the memory of ours.

Posterity will see fit to look back
upon us, whether it be 100 years from
today or whether it be 10 years from
now, and will have reason to judge us,
in considerable measure, by whether
we, in our time, so serve as to perpet-
uate the blessings that have come
down to us from our forbears, the
greatest blessing of all being the Con-

stitution of the United States—I hold
it in my hand—and the perpetuation of
the rights of men and women, the per-
petuation of the constitutional prin-
ciples laid down in that document, the
perpetuation of the principles of free-
dom to debate and amend that have
been handed down to us as Senators by
our forefathers.

Will our posterity thank us for per-
petuating a Senate founded upon the
bedrock principles of freedom of debate
and amendment? Will they remember
us as having so acted as to hand down
to them unblemished, untarnished, and
unstained the right and freedom to
speak, to debate, and to amend? The
rights of Senators to debate and amend
at length are being denied. And such a
denial is a denial of due process—due
process. And that denial is not only a
denial of our rights to amend and to
speak freely in this Chamber at length,
but a denial to our constituents who
send us here.

These rights go back hundreds of
years. They did not originate in 1787 in
Philadelphia. They did not originate
there. They were recognized centuries
ago. And their roots are buried deep in
the mists of antiquity.

I will read just a few words from the
Magna Carta, which was signed at Run-
nymede, in the meadow at Runnymede,
on June 15, 1215, when the King was
compelled by his subjects to sign that
great document. Let me read briefly
therefrom. Chapter 12:

No scutage nor aid shall be imposed on our
kingdom, unless by common counsel of our
kingdom. . . .

What was an aid? An aid was a rev-
enue, a kind of revenue that vassals of
the King were compelled to pay him.

No scutage nor aid shall be imposed in our
kingdom, unless by common counsel of our
kingdom. . . .

That means everybody.
Chapter 14:
And for obtaining the common counsel of

the kingdom anent the assessing of an aid
(except in the three cases aforesaid) or of a
scutage, we will cause to be summoned the
archbishops, bishops, abbots, earls, and
greater barons, severally by our letters
[under seal]; and we will moreover cause to
be summoned generally, through our sheriffs
and bailiffs, all others who hold of us in
chief, for a fixed date, namely, after the
expiry of at least forty days, and at a fixed
place; and in all letters of such summons we
will specify the reason of the summons. And
when the summons has thus been made, the
business shall proceed on the day appointed,
according to the counsel of such as are
present, although not all who were sum-
moned have come.

Now what was King John saying? He
was saying: No tax, no aid, no revenue
will be imposed upon my vassals, my
people, except by the common consent
of the kingdom, not just by the com-
mon consent of a few. And he indicated
in writing, by the way he defined the
various groups of people—meaning all
of his people would be represented: the
archbishops, the bishops, the earls, and
so on—that they would gather and that
they would pass upon the revenues that
he requested.
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So as we deal with the matter before

us, which involves revenue, let us re-
member that our rights, our people’s
rights to be represented by us in full,
the roots of those rights go back cen-
turies and centuries ago.
At Runnymede, at Runnymede,
What say the reeds at Runnymede?
At Runnymede, at Runnymede,
Your rights were won at Runnymede!
No freeman shall be fined or bound,
Or dispossessed of freehold ground,
Except by lawful judgment found
And passed upon him by his peers!
Forget not, after all these years,
The Charter signed at Runnymede.

Today we are finding, over the expe-
rience of the last few days, that those
rights, the roots of which go back to
Runnymede and beyond, are being
short-circuited. They are being tram-
pled upon.

We are in very uncharted waters with
this budget. It is a 10-year budget. This
is the first time in my long tenure of
nearly 49 years on Capitol Hill that the
Congress has ever tried to enact a 10-
year budget. No one is very sure of any
of the assumptions and estimates un-
derlying this 10-year budget plan—no-
body. Even those witnesses who ap-
peared before our committee, the
Budget Committee, indicated they
couldn’t be sure of their estimates.
Yet, some in this body are perfectly
willing to roll the dice and let the devil
take the consequences.

I am amazed that this tactic is even
being attempted. We have an equally
divided Senate, 50 Republicans, 50
Democrats. The Presidential election
was virtually a tie in the popular vote.
There is no clear mandate for this
President. Mr. Bush is President. He
took the oath of office. There is no
question regarding his being the Presi-
dent of the United States—no ques-
tion—no question whatsoever as to his
legitimacy in holding this office—none.
But there is no clear mandate. We have
not heard the voices of the people
clamoring for this economic plan. Yet,
the majority side is using this proce-
dural straitjacket called reconciliation
to keep free-flowing debate, for which
our forefathers fought and died, from
happening, free-flowing debate and
amendment on the forthcoming tax
cut. There is no mandate for that tax
cut, with 50/50 in the Senate and the
membership in the other body being
likewise very close insofar as the num-
ber of Republicans and number of
Democrats are concerned.

This President has said over and over
and over again that he wants to change
things in Washington. This President
has said he wants bipartisanship. Yet
we are very far from any attempt at bi-
partisanship when we resort to heavy-
handed tactics to shut out one side of
the aisle.

We wanted a markup in the Budget
Committee. We asked for a markup in
the Budget Committee. We pleaded for
a markup in the Budget Committee.
We were entitled to have a markup in
the Budget Committee. But didn’t get
it. The Budget Committee is split 11 to

11. In fact, instead of bipartisanship,
then, what we have here is gamesman-
ship—gamesmanship of the worst sort.

There are those in this town who are
so polarized, so intent upon winning
that nothing else matters but to win.
They don’t care what they win as long
as they win. They don’t care what the
cost is to this body, the central balance
wheel of the Constitution, this body,
the master stroke of the Framers, the
jewel of the Constitution—the Senate.
They don’t care what the cost may be
to the country. Winning is everything.
They have to win.

We are tied here 50/50, and it doesn’t
matter so much how we attain the end,
how we win; the important thing is
that we win. At the time of the enact-
ment of the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, it
was thought that Congress would pass
its first budget resolution at the begin-
ning of each session, and this would be
followed by the annual Appropriations
Bills and any other spending measures.
Then, Congress would issue any rec-
onciliation instructions that might be
necessary to bring the spending and
revenues into line with the Budget Res-
olution, and that process was to in-
volve the passage of a second Budget
Resolution.

Reconciliation involves a two-stage
process, in which reconciliation in-
structions are included in the Concur-
rent Resolution on the Budget—that is
what is before the Senate—to direct ap-
propriate Committees to achieve the
desired budgetary results, and then to
incorporate those results into an omni-
bus bill which is considered under expe-
dited procedures in the House and in
the Senate.

Fast track procedures were included
in the Congressional Budget Act to
help Congress quickly to enact nec-
essary changes in spending or revenues
so as to insure the integrity of the
Budget Resolution targets. The fast
track procedures limit Senate debate
on reconciliation bills to 20 hours and
allow only germane amendments. Time
on reconciliation bills may be further
limited by non-debatable motion. The
managers of a reconciliation bill may
yield back their time, which can fur-
ther cut the time for consideration.

Unfortunately, reconciliation bills
have proved to be almost irresistible
vehicles for Senators to use to move all
manner of legislation because of these
fast-track procedures, and, in recent
times, the misuse has been gross.

Fast track procedures take away
from Senators—the elected representa-
tives of the people in this Chamber—
the opportunity to offer their amend-
ments and to fully debate them. Rec-
onciliation, therefore, is a non-
filibusterable ‘‘bear trap″ that should
be used very sparingly and only for
purposes of fiscal restraint.

In other words, reconciliation should
be used only—hear me now—reconcili-
ation should be used only for reducing
deficits. I know my good friend from
New Mexico says otherwise, but hear

me. To trample upon the rights of men
and women in this body, to take away
from them the right to freely debate
and amend measures, is a very serious
thing.

We passed that act in 1974 saying,
yes, we will, for a very narrow purpose,
under certain narrow circumstances,
take away for a brief time and for a
brief purpose those rights, the right to
debate and to amend. The Senate is the
foremost upper body in the world
today. Why is it so unique? Why? Be-
cause in this Chamber, men and women
who are elected by the people back
home have the right, the constitu-
tional right, to freely debate and
amend.

Augustus, the first great Roman Em-
peror, from 27 B.C. to 14 A.D., didn’t
like to hear senators argue and debate.
So he was critical of senators who had
the nerve to debate. And their answer
was: ‘‘Don’t senators have the right to
debate, to speak, to criticize the com-
monwealth?″

Reconciliation was established only
for reducing deficits. In 1999, the rec-
onciliation process was used by the Re-
publican leadership to allow for a $792
billion tax cut to be brought to the
Senate using fast-track procedures,
taking away the right to debate fully
and amend that tax cut bill. I believe
this was the first time—or at least one
of the rare times—that reconciliation
instructions were issued that mandated
a worsening of fiscal discipline for the
Federal Government. Unlike the fiscal
year 1997 budget resolution, I do not
believe that the budget reconciliation
instructions in 1999 resulted in improv-
ing the fiscal status of the Federal
budget. Again, in the year 2000, the rec-
onciliation process was used to allow
for major tax cuts to be brought before
the Senate in reconciliation bills. In
short, we have, in my view—and I
think my view is based upon facts. I
am not interested in who wins, whether
it is Democrats or Republicans, as far
as that is concerned; I am interested in
maintaining unblemished, untarnished,
and unstained the fundamental prin-
ciples on which this Senate rests, and
they are involved here. In short, we
have, in my view, abused and distorted
beyond all recognition the original,
very limited purpose of the reconcili-
ation procedure.

Now let those who wish to contest
that do so. It is obvious that the Re-
publican majority will, for the third
straight year, attempt ultimately to
fashion a budget resolution that will
contain reconciliation instructions to
the Senate Finance Committee and
House Ways and Means Committee, di-
recting them to bring forth the Bush
administration’s $1.6 trillion tax cut
bill.

Taking advantage of the reconcili-
ation procedures in this way would be
the latest in what has become a steady
degradation of the congressional budg-
et process. Reconciliation, which was
created to make it easier to impose
budget discipline, is instead being used
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to make it easier to get around the
Senate’s rights to debate and amend.
Reconciliation, therefore, is being
turned on its head.

Hear me. ‘‘O, that my tongue were in
the thunder’s mouth, then with a pas-
sion would I shake the world!’’ There is
no reason whatsoever to consider the
President’s tax cut proposal as a rec-
onciliation bill. The Senate should
take up this massive tax cut proposal
as a freestanding bill. That is the way
we have always done it. It is a tax cut
bill. It should be fully debated and
amended. That is what was done in 1981
when President Reagan sent to Con-
gress his tax cut proposal. On that oc-
casion, Congress used the reconcili-
ation process to accomplish the spend-
ing cuts in the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act, but the Reagan tax
cuts were brought before the Senate as
a freestanding bill and were fully de-
bated, without depending on reconcili-
ation fast-track procedures. More than
100 amendments were disposed of, and
the Reagan tax cut bill was debated for
12 days prior to its passage. The Senate
Republican leadership in that instance
chose to do the right thing by bringing
the Reagan tax cut bill to the Senate
as a freestanding measure rather than
use fast-track reconciliation proce-
dures. It was thoroughly aired.

Taking the easy way and doing the
expedient thing rarely requires much
leadership. The former Republican
leader, Howard Baker, who was the ma-
jority leader—I was the minority lead-
er —did the right thing for the Senate,
for the President, and for the country.

In 1993, my own Democratic leader-
ship—now, listen to this. In 1993, my
own Democratic leadership pleaded
with me. How many of my friends on
the Republican side today would stand
as firm as the Rock of Gibraltar as I
did on that occasion? The Democratic
leadership pleaded with me at length to
agree to support the idea that the Clin-
ton health care bill should be included
in that year’s reconciliation package.
They came to my office on the floor
below. Not only did Majority Leader
George Mitchell and others of my col-
leagues attempt to persuade me to go
along and not raise a point of order
under the Byrd rule, which would re-
quire 60 votes to waive, President Clin-
ton got on the phone and called me
also and pressed me to allow his mas-
sive health care bill to be insulated by
reconciliation’s protection. He called
me on the telephone. Here is the Presi-
dent of the United States calling this
lowly former coal town boy and asking
me to let his huge health bill come be-
fore the Senate on that fast track. I
could not, in good conscience, however,
look the other way and not make that
point of order and allow what would
clearly have been an abuse of congres-
sional intent to occur.

How many others would do that
today on that side of the aisle, stand
against their President. Well, perhaps
that is not too important.

I felt that changes as dramatic as the
Clinton health care package, which

would affect every man, woman, and
child in the United States, should be
subject to scrutiny. I said: Mr. Presi-
dent, I cannot in good conscience turn
my face the other way. That is why we
have a Senate—to amend and to debate
freely—and that health bill, important
as it is, is so complex, so far reaching
that the people of this country need to
know what is in it and, moreover, Mr.
President, we Senators need to know
what is in it.

He accepted that. He accepted that,
thanked me, and we said goodbye.

I could not, I would not, and I did not
allow that package to be handled in
such a cavalier manner. It was the
threat of the use of the Byrd rule—and
my how that Byrd rule has been ma-
ligned and excoriated and criticized by
many Members of the other body who
should be thanking the Senate for it. It
was the threat of the use of the Byrd
rule that bolstered my position. My
view prevailed then; my view is the
same today. It is time for the abuse of
the reconciliation process to cease. We
should not be using tight, expedited
procedures to take up measures that
worsen the fiscal situation of the Na-
tion and that have far reaching, pro-
found impacts on the people. Reconcili-
ation was never, never, never intended
to be a shield, to be used as a shield for
controversial legislation by depriving
Senators of their rights and their duty
to debate and to amend.

I want the Senate to have an oppor-
tunity to work its will and to apply its
considered judgment to the massive
tax cut that is being proposed by the
Bush administration. I strenuously ob-
ject to having such a far-reaching, crit-
ical matter swathed in the protective
bandages of a reconciliation process
and ramrodded through this body like
a self-propelled missile. Nobody who
has listened to the testimony of wit-
nesses before the Budget Committee
could possibly claim that the right
choices are clear. There is vast uncer-
tainty and disagreement about nearly
every aspect of the Bush tax cut.

The President’s proposal is not an
edict, and the Senate is not a quivering
body of humble subjects who must
obey.

Come one, come all! this rock shall fly
From its firm base as soon as I.

This is the Senate. Reliance on rec-
onciliation as the torpedo with which
to deliver a knock-out punch for the
President is a tactic that ought to be
abandoned. It is not a fair course. It is
not a wise course. It is not right to en-
force this reconciliation gag rule upon
the Senate. It is wrong. We must not
shackle the intellects of 100 Members
of the Senate in this way. We should
not fear the wisdom of open and free-
ranging debate about a proposal which
is, at best, risky business. Now is no
time to circle the wagons. Now is the
time to hear all of the voices on both
sides of the aisle. Now is the time to
build consensus among ourselves and
among the people we represent.

There will be no victory if we make
the wrong choices and plunge this Na-

tion back into a deficit status. There
will be no victory. We will have plenty
of time to regret and to weep.

The President has said that he wants
bipartisanship. He has said that he has
faith in his plan. I believe, therefore,
that there is no need to hide behind the
iron wall of reconciliation. This would
be a hollow victory, indeed, for the
President, and for the majority leader-
ship in this body.

As to the tax cut itself, the Bush pro-
posal is pretty stale bread. It probably
came from last year’s campaign wars
that blew up in the snows of winter in
New Hampshire. If it ever was a good
idea, it probably is not now. The eco-
nomic picture has changed since then
and changed radically. The type and
size of the tax cut proposed in the
President’s budget—and we have not
seen his budget. Why haven’t we seen
his budget? It was promised to us for
Monday of this week, but now we know
that it will be Monday of next week be-
fore the budget comes here.

I have been among those who have
urged that we just wait a little bit and,
before we cross that railroad crossing
where the lights are flashing, have the
budget before us. We can have it by
Monday. It is within 3 blocks of the
Capitol right now being printed. So it
is around. Why can’t we have it?

The economic picture has changed, as
I say, and it has changed radically. The
type and size of the tax cut proposed in
the President’s budget obviously bears
rethinking. The size of the proposed
surplus has already been diminished by
the stock market plunge.

Even the staunchest supporters of
the President’s $1.6 trillion tax cut idea
would have to admit that the ground
has shifted and that the President’s
plan might need some adjustment.
Only an extremely doctrinaire mind
would continue to claim that this tax
cut is still a perfect fit for the present
economy or the projected surpluses
that go out to the far end of 10 years.
That would be like claiming that your
size 42 pants still fit fine after you have
dropped 25 pounds. The economy has
lost some weight since the President’s
plan was created.

I can understand the desire to win
one for the new President. I can under-
stand my good friend from Texas, of
whom I am very fond and whom I con-
sider a friend. I live with him here 5
days a week, 4 days a week in many of
the weeks of the year. I live with the
chairman of the Budget Committee
who is an extremely able chairman. He
is of the true Roman stock, and I ad-
mire him. I admire him. I am sorry
that on this occasion we have to dis-
agree. We will disagree, but disagree-
ment, as far as I am concerned, lasts
only for a day and then it is all in the
past.

On the other hand, it is always well
to remember that the Senate is an
equal branch, with Members having
decades—decades—of experience which
is their duty, their responsibility to
apply. The Senate should not behave
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like some eager puppy taking slippers
to its master for a good word and a pat
on the head.

We do this new President no favors to
let him have exactly his way if that
way is flawed. He will be blamed. Presi-
dent Bush will be blamed if this budget
turns out to be a disaster for the Amer-
ican people. And we might be able to
avoid some mistakes if the Senate is
given a chance to debate and amend
the tax proposal in a separate and free-
standing bill.

The President would still get the
credit if the amount was cut, but why
would it not be better if it were handed
to him after a freestanding debate?

What is a Republic? Madison in the
Federalists No. 14 answered this ques-
tion:

In a democracy, the people meet and exer-
cise the government in person; in a Republic,
they assemble and administer it by their
Representatives and agents.

Madison answered that question.
Consequently, to whatever degree that
Senators, the elected representatives
of the people, are prevented from de-
bating and amending the legislation of
that Congress or the Senate, to that
same degree the people are denied their
rights to be heard and to make deci-
sions through their elected representa-
tives in the Senate.

Benjamin Franklin was asked by a
lady following the Constitutional Con-
vention’s close on September 17, 1787:
Dr. Franklin, what have you given us?
The answer: A republic, madam, if you
can keep it.

Now, in this regard, let’s listen to
one of the complaints enunciated in
the Declaration of Independence
against King George III of England. In
this little book is contained the Con-
stitution and the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. At the beginning of the Dec-
laration of Independence, Thomas Jef-
ferson enunciated the complaints that
the people had against King George III
and the reasons why the colonialists
were going to sever those bonds for-
ever. Listen to this:

He [meaning King George III] has refused
to pass any laws for the accommodations of
large districts of people, unless those people
would relinquish the Right of Representation
in the legislature, a Right inestimable to
them, and formidable to tyrants only. He has
dissolved representative houses repeatedly.

One of their major complaints was
that the King had refused to pass laws
unless the people would give up some-
thing, would give up their right of rep-
resentation in the legislature.

That really, in essence, is what is
happening here. A budget plan for 10
years is about to be passed and, as a re-
sult of that budget, unless the Senate
votes otherwise today and/or tomor-
row, the people, through their elected
representatives, will be relinquishing
their rights to have full freedom of de-
bate and amendment when it comes to
the Bush tax cut.

I say to Senators, the ranking mem-
ber of the Budget Committee said only
a little while ago that this is the most

important legislation the Senate will
act upon in this session. Why? Not only
because it will involve a huge tax cut,
the ramifications of which we cannot
clearly see because we have no budget
before us, but also because it goes to
the root, the very marrow of the bone
of Senators’ constitutional rights on
behalf of their constituents to fully de-
bate and amend.

I say to Senators, our ancestors
fought a war with England because of
the denial of representation in the leg-
islature where taxation was concerned.
When the reconciliation process is em-
ployed to curtail debate and amend-
ments on bills making huge tax cuts,
the people are being denied true rep-
resentation in the Senate because their
elected representatives here, who hap-
pen to be in the minority, are being
gagged by the fast-track procedures of
the reconciliation process.

When a minority of Senators—and
keep in mind, this is the largest minor-
ity that it is possible to have in this
Chamber; there are 100 Members in the
Chamber, 100 Members have been sworn
and the breakdown is 50/50, so the mi-
nority is as large a minority as the
Senate could possibly have. A minority
of Senators are being denied by the rec-
onciliation process the right to debate
at length and the right to freely
amend. The people of the United
States, who are represented by that
minority in the Senate, are, in essence,
being forced to relinquish the right of
representation in the legislature.

How much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

remaining is 261⁄2 minutes.
Mr. BYRD. Let me briefly respond to

the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee. A chairman of any
committee could be no more distin-
guished than the chairman of the
Budget Committee. Anent the chair-
man’s statement that what we are
doing today is fully in accord with the
intent of the Budget Act, I am saying
that it absolutely is not.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. CONRAD. I inquire as to the

time remaining on our side and the
time remaining on the Republican side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority has 251⁄2 minutes and the major-
ity has 611⁄2 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the Senator if he
could wrap up fairly quickly so we can
turn to the other side so we will have
some time remaining for requests of
other Senators.

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely. I will be glad
to do that. I will postpone what I was
going to say in response to the chair-
man’s claim that this Budget Act can
be in conformity with the act’s intent
and be used to cut taxes.

I challenge that. I am ready to do so.
I will not do so at the moment.

On the other hand, I think I should.
Section 310 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act, as enacted in 1974, was arguably
neutral in its purpose. The provision
merely authorized reconciliation in-

structions to change laws or bills with-
in a committee’s jurisdiction. However,
several amendments to the Congres-
sional Budget Act have made it quite
clear that the purpose of reconciliation
was for deficit reduction.

Section 310 of the act was amended
by the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, to prohibit
amendments to reconciliation bills
that reduced revenues, if the amend-
ment caused a committee to fail to
meet its reconciliation instruction.
This prohibition would make no sense
if committees could be instructed to
reduce net revenues. It only makes
sense if a committee could be in-
structed to increase revenues. Further-
more, the Byrd rule was added as sec-
tion 313 of the Budget Act. It prohibits
as extraneous any provision reported
by a committee that reduces revenues
if that committee failed to meet its
reconciliation instructions. The Byrd
rule also prohibits as extraneous a pro-
vision that results in net revenue
losses in the years beyond the budget
resolution, the outyears, unless those
losses are compensated for by outlay
reductions.

Again, these provisions make no
sense if committees could be given a
reconciliation instruction to reduce
net revenues. They only make sense if
committees could only be instructed to
increase revenue.

It should also be noted that section
310 was amended in 1990 to specifically
authorize a reconciliation instruction
‘‘to achieve deficit reduction’’. Thus,
there is explicit and there is implicit
language standing for the principle
that the purpose of reconciliation is for
deficit reduction. There is nothing in
the Congressional Budget Act stating
that reconciliation can be used to re-
duce revenues. The only conclusion
that can be drawn is that this process
is for deficit reduction.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

CHAFEE). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I in-
quire of the chairman of the Budget
Committee if he would prefer to go at
this point.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand the dis-
tinguished Senator wanted to speak for
4 minutes. I am delighted to have him
do that, if it is all right with Senator
CONRAD.

Mr. CONRAD. I am delighted to yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Florida.

Let me say to my colleagues, we have
very little time left on this side. It is
our intention, after the Senator from
Florida has spoken, to allow those on
the other side of the aisle to take an
extended period of time to express
their view before we come back to our
side.

With that, I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
happy to hear the Senator’s intention,
but I do not know what the intention is
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on our side. We are going to do our
very best to be fair. We had to sit
through a very lengthy discussion that
I thought was very powerful. We would
like a little bit of time to make our re-
buttal.

I am suggesting you can go another 4
minutes if that is all right with you
all.

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. We thought we
would go to the Senator from Florida
and yield 4 minutes to him.

Mr. DOMENICI. I failed to mention
that we have a whole series of votes on
amendment, I might say to Senator
REID, that might occur tonight after
the 6:30 commencement of the vote on
the Domenici reconciliation amend-
ment. I hope Senators do not run off
after this next vote. I think there could
be 3 hours’ worth of votes tonight just
on what we have already agreed to do.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, if he
will yield, the staff is working to see if
any of those eight amendments can be
accepted. But whatever, there is going
to be a lot of voting starting at 6:30.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am moved to speak because of
the eloquence of the Senator from West
Virginia and what he has taught us
today by his statements as the author
of the Byrd rule, as the author of the
reconciliation act, and how he has
woven the importance of this body
being able to freely debate and freely
amend into the course of history.

He talked about Runnymede. He
talked about Xerxes. As he was speak-
ing so eloquently, it recalled to my
mind Athens in the fifth century before
Christ, one of the greatest golden times
in the age of civilization of planet
Earth. But Athens had a problem in a
bald-headed, bandy-legged little man
by the name of Socrates who liked to
ask all kinds of questions and who
liked to challenge the established order
of things Athenian.

In the process of that experience with
democracy and free speech, the special
interests of the day urged the crowd so
that the pack became in full cry to
shut up the man who dared to ask the
questions—Mr. Socrates. Ultimately
they offered him the cup and said: Have
a drink, Mr. Socrates.

Socrates was such a part of that
Athenian society that rather than
break the rules, he drank from the cup.
He showed by so doing that he adhered
to the highest principles of Athenian
society while they were muzzling and
shackling and clamping his mouth
shut.

It is because of that, as a part of the
lessons of history, added to the great
lessons of history that the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia
has shared with us today, that ulti-
mately led to that brilliant band of po-
litical thinkers who all came together
to fashion this thing we know as the
Constitution of the United States, that

we do not want to limit debate or limit
amendment, especially, as the Senator
has so eloquently explained to us, on
something as enormous and effective
on these United States as a tax bill
that will take prevail for 10 years.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for the history lesson he has
given us. I thank him for what he rep-
resents as the true historian of this
Senate, who can put this debate in per-
spective and give us another reason we
should not have this reconciliation in-
struction that will muzzle this Senate
on something so important to the dis-
course of the day, an enormous tax bill.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. From our side of the

aisle I want to say Senator GRASSLEY
is here ready to speak. I understood
there were a couple of other Senators,
including Senator GREGG, who wanted
to speak. I cannot assure you as soon
as you walk on the floor that you will
be able to speak because time is back
and forth and Senator BYRD was enti-
tled to speak. In a few moments I will
yield to my colleague. I understand he
has some very responsive remarks. I
want to hear them myself.

Let me say to Senator BYRD, I have
heard often—and perhaps I should say
oftentimes—from you of your humble
beginnings. I do not in any way want to
suggest that I had humble beginnings.
I am not sure my humble beginnings
are relevant. I am sure yours are.

But just so we will know, my father
came all the way from Italy, when he
was 14, to the city of Albuquerque. He
never learned how to write English. He
could not read well, but he could speak
three languages. He did all right with a
small grocery business. He took care of
five children; it looks like all of them
went to college; it looks like he left
enough for his wife, to take care of her;
and that is all he worried about.

But I, too, have been challenged by a
President. You were challenged by one.
I will explain about that challenge in
just a moment. I was challenged by
Ronald Reagan. You weren’t on the
Budget Committee then. I wish you
would have been. We were marking up
after an Easter recess, having asked
the President’s Defense Secretary to
negotiate with us for 2 months on two
different occasions. This Senator from
humble beginnings, son of the Italian
immigrants, was called by the Presi-
dent, called out from a committee
meeting to an office, and he said: Ad-
journ the meeting. I need to discuss
things with you.

Let me tell you that we marked up
the bill that afternoon. We finished be-
cause I had my job to do and he had his
job to do. We gave him more defense
money. He ended up getting more when
Congress was finished, which is inter-
esting, too.

Let me suggest to the President, and
to those who are quite impressed to-

night by the remarks given by the sen-
ior Senator from West Virginia—and I
remind everyone that he has had 43
years to learn about this Senate; I have
only had 28. I feel very strongly about
the Senate, just as he does, except I
don’t have any history to quote. That
is just because I am not a history per-
son, be it ancient, modern. Whatever
the history, I am just not very good at
it.

But I can tell you that Senator
BYRD’s argument tonight is 27 years
too late. In fact, he should have made
that argument before we adopted the
Senate Budget and Impoundment Act.
He helped write it. I didn’t help write
it. I voted for it. But my recollection is
that not a single Senator voted against
it. Let me tell you that Senator BYRD
should have made an argument then.
This bill was filled with all the risks he
talks about to change forever what the
Senate stands for. If that wasn’t the
case, Senator BYRD should have ob-
jected and should have come and given
this speech the 15 times that we have
used reconciliation—10 times to raise
taxes and 5 times to reduce taxes. He
did object to one of those. He lost on a
reduction of taxes. But that is when
the argument tonight, ever so elo-
quent, should have been made.

For those enraptured about the
qualities of the Senate as discussed to-
night, let me remind everyone that we
changed them. We changed them under
the authorship of the distinguished
senior Senator from West Virginia who
argued tonight about what a serious
impact of a negative type this rec-
onciliation instruction is going to im-
pose on the Senate.

I remind everyone. I see the tax-writ-
ing staff is here. Some of them have
been through all of these. They can
probably come over here and help me.
They didn’t like it when they were told
to do a tax increase. That is probably
what they liked the least.

We did it. You know what happened
on those instructions? The Senate did
not have a chance to filibuster them.
On not a single one of them did they
have a chance to filibuster. Why? Be-
cause this act prevailed.

Let me remind you that they did not
have a chance to filibuster them or
amend them significantly, whether
they increased taxes or diminished
taxes.

On the argument that this Budget
Act is not policy neutral, which the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia challenges, let me just say I was
part of the whole thing. I think it re-
mains neutral. The only thing it per-
mits us to do of a multiyear nature is
to look forward to what will certain
policies do in the future. That is what
it permits us to do. It doesn’t say in
this Budget Act that you can do that
only if you are reducing deficits. It just
doesn’t say it. The Senator interprets
it that way. I don’t interpret it that
way.

Let me also talk a minute with the
Senate about the event. You know the
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event, when President Clinton almost
got us to vote on a health care plan. I
don’t say any of this in a contentious
manner toward any Senator. But I have
already heard two Democratic Sen-
ators submit to the Senate, including
my friend from West Virginia, that we
were responsible for us not considering
the plan, which is sometimes called the
Hillary Clinton Health Care Plan. They
were responsible for its failure—Presi-
dent Clinton’s big health care plan.

Let me tell you. The truth is, 3 years
before we considered that, my good
friend had prevailed in the Senate with
a statute—not a ruling, a statute—that
created the Byrd budget rule carrying
his distinguished name. We did it
around here for 3 years before that.
And we finally said: You are right.
Let’s pass the Byrd rule.

Guess what the Byrd rule would have
done if they would have brought Presi-
dent Clinton’s health care bill to the
floor. Any Senator could have raised a
point of order under that rule, the Byrd
rule. Any Senator would have gotten a
ruling from the Chair that it was sub-
ject to a point of order.

Guess what next. It would require 60
votes to pass.

So let’s be honest and realistic. Sen-
ator BYRD has been part of helping fix
this up for a number of years, but he
has never been able to fix it up to deny
its efficacy as changing forever the
rules of the Senate so long as this
Budget Act exists.

Having said that, I want to comment
on something else.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I haven’t had much
time. Let me finish. Am I doing some-
thing wrong that you would like to
correct me on?

Mr. SARBANES. I think you are mis-
stating Senator BYRD’s position.

Mr. DOMENICI. I don’t believe so. I
was here for the whole speech. You can
speak on your own time.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
Chair enforce the rule that Senators
must address each other through the
Chair and in the third person.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will enforce the rule.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand. I will
try to do that.

I want to talk a minute about Leader
Baker’s role in determining all of this,
if you will permit me for a moment.

First, let me put Senator Baker’s
comments in context. Maybe it would
be best to do this. Senator Baker’s
comments were made, to the recollec-
tion of the Senator from New Mexico,
with reference to a Commerce Com-
mittee bill. The Commerce Committee
was then under the chairmanship of
Robert Packwood. Senator Packwood
took a little, tiny instruction that told
that committee to change a fee—some-
thing that you are charging. He wrote
a whole reauthorization of the telecom
bill with a little, tiny instruction for a
few hundred thousand dollars. Senator
Baker said: You shouldn’t do that.

That was the beginning of the Byrd
rule. That was the beginning of a rule
which said amendments have to be fis-
cally related and germane.

We are very pleased that the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia did
that. We are very pleased that rule
governs even today. But it doesn’t gov-
ern with reference to a tax reconcili-
ation bill because, as a matter of fact,
we have done that 15 times since the
adoption of this bill.

Let me tell you a little bit about the
origins of reconciliation. I remember
very vividly because we were in the mi-
nority. The other side was in the ma-
jority by quite a healthy margin. The
chairman of the Budget Committee was
Senator Ed Muskie when the first rec-
onciliation was used. The other side of
the aisle was getting close to election
time. There was a concern about a def-
icit. So a reconciliation instruction
was used—$8 billion for all intents and
purposes, something we almost round
off these days.

Guess what one of the committees
was that was reconciled in that in-
stance to raise a few dollars. I know it
sounds not right, but it is right. The
Agriculture Committee was reconciled
to change the School Lunch Program
costs to impose an extra 5 cents on the
school lunches across America. How do
I know that? Because this man right
here, the chief of staff on the majority
side, was then at the Department of
Agriculture. He was asked to enforce
that after it was passed. I believe the
reason he is with the Senate is because
they made him the scapegoat over
there for passing the measure that was
reconciled by the Congress to them.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield for a
question?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to yield
for a question.

Mr. GREGG. In listening to the pres-
entation of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, as I understood it, the Senator
from West Virginia was essentially
saying you could use the reconciliation
for the purposes of raising taxes in
order to reduce the deficit but you can-
not use it for the purposes of cutting
taxes that do not involve addressing a
deficit.

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
Mr. GREGG. At the same time, the

Senator from West Virginia argued rec-
onciliation was an inherently inappro-
priate concept because it cut off debate
here in the Senate and therefore it was
inappropriate in the sense that it lim-
ited the ability of this Senate to exer-
cise its due privileges on an issue.

Aren’t those two arguments incon-
sistent: To say that reconciliation
could be used in one instance, no mat-
ter what the instance is, but, on the
other side, it is inappropriate to use
reconciliation at any time because of
the nature of the Senate and its need
to have debates?

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, let me say,
I think they are. But I believe implicit
in the Senator’s argument is that he

does not think so. But maybe he should
answer that.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Maybe the Senator
from West Virginia would like to an-
swer that. I am not asking now. I was
trying to follow the admonition not to
say ‘‘he’’ but ‘‘the Senator from West
Virginia.’’ I try very hard. I slip some-
times.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield
for another question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
Mr. GREGG. In reviewing the RECORD

of the Senate, I noted that when the
ruling was made in 1996, the question
asked by Senator DASCHLE to the Chair
was:

Is it the opinion of the Chair that this res-
olution would continue to be a budget reso-
lution if it directed the creation of that third
reconciliation bill—the one that solely wors-
ens the deficit—

And I underline and emphasize those
words, ‘‘the one that solely worsens the
deficit’’—

Even under circumstances when the
Congress had failed to enact the prior
two reconciliation bills.

And the Chair ruled:
If the Senator’s question is, can the budget

resolution direct the creation of a reconcili-
ation bill which lowers revenues, the answer
is yes.

Can this language be any clearer, I
would ask the chairman of the Budget
Committee, that the Chair has ruled
that reconciliation can be used to re-
duce taxes even if it worsens a deficit
and therefore is not a deficit issue?

Mr. DOMENICI. No question about it,
I say to the Senator. As a matter of
fact, you might know that the Senator
from New Mexico, in preparing the
budget resolution, had that in mind.
And it was so clear to me that I put the
reconciliation in the budget bill be-
cause it seemed to me we already de-
cided that—the Chair had already de-
cided it. And unbeknownst to me, even
though that is what you read, and that
is what it says, and that is what I
think it says, we had to go around and
do what we are doing tonight, even
with that interpretation because there
was a parliamentary understanding
that was somewhat different from that.
So that is the case.

I think you are right. But I think you
should understand that we asked for
that ruling, and we would have been in-
volved in not getting a debate on the
budget resolution. It would have been
freely debatable if we had tried that.

Mr. GREGG. I understand that. I
guess my question is, Hasn’t the Chair,
in fact, ruled on this issue? Is it not the
precedent of the Senate, as defined by
this language at least, which is fairly
clear?

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not think there
is any question. That is my interpreta-
tion. I thank you for it. I do not think
there is any doubt whatsoever.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Does the Senator from
New Mexico yield?
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Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator,

I am not one who is fearful of ques-
tions, but I really want you to know I
very much would like to answer a few
more thoughts because I paid very
close attention, and I don’t think the
Senator from Maryland, in all def-
erence, was even here when I listened
to most of this distinguished Senator’s
remarks. I would like to finish my re-
marks.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator
would yield on that point.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be happy to.
Mr. SARBANES. I was here for a

good part of it.
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, sir.
Mr. SARBANES. I think the Senator

from New Mexico was here for all of it.
Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. SARBANES. I cannot claim that.

And I respect the Senator from New
Mexico for that. But I was here for a
good part of the time. Does that qual-
ify me to ask the Senator a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. It does, I say to the
Senator. I am glad to answer a ques-
tion. It qualifies. You do not have to
make that statement. You are quali-
fied.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. SARBANES. It seems to me what
Senator BYRD is underscoring is that
the Senate, when they first passed the
Budget Act, made a great exception to
the process of unlimited debate in
order to try to bring the deficit under
control. The guiding rationale for mak-
ing that exception was limited to ac-
complishing deficit reduction. No one,
in their wildest dreams, ever imagined
we were going to be out here trying to
deal with reconciliation instructions
which would lower the surplus or po-
tentially increase the deficit.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator,
I believe if you are going to make a
speech, it ought to be charged to their
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has the floor.

Mr. SARBANES. Does the Senator
disagree with the initial purpose of the
Budget Act?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am very glad to an-
swer. I totally disagree. I do not think
that was the initial purpose. The Budg-
et Act simply allows us to use rec-
onciliation to carry out the fiscal poli-
cies outlined in the budget.

Now if Congress wanted to run defi-
cits with policies it enacted, they could
decide to do so with the laws it passed
and that were outlined in its budget. In
other words, if Congress wants to run
surpluses, it could do so under the act.
Also under the Act, it could also reduce
them. So that is my interpretation.
And I want to finish my remarks.

Now, Mr. President, I note the pres-
ence of Senator GRASSLEY who I really
want to speak on taxes. But I do want
to say, underlying a very large quan-
tity of the arguments here tonight is
inherently an anti-give-the-people-
back-their-money attitude—to wit, tax
cuts.

The truth is, there are some who just
do not want to have tax cuts. I under-
stand that. I do understand that very
clearly. There are Senators who would
rather spend the money than give it
back. I am not saying every Senator—
some Senators.

Frankly, I do not believe those feel-
ings ought to enter this debate. But if
a Senator wants to have those feelings,
then he ought to be right on this de-
bate because it does not have anything
to do with those feelings. It has to do
with the Budget Act—a Budget Act
that, I repeat, changed the rules of the
Senate for so long as we apply that
Budget Act.

I want to repeat, we have used that
act for small and large tax increases.
How do you think the Senators on the
Republican side feel who want to do
tax cuts? I am standing up here telling
them it is somebody’s interpretation
that you can surely increase taxes with
reconciliation, I say to Senator GRASS-
LEY, chairman of the committee, but
you cannot decrease taxes. You cannot
reduce taxes. I believe you would have
to have a strong, absolute determina-
tion in this act that that was the case,
or the Senator from Iowa would claim
it was discriminatory against whom?
The taxpayers, the average person. You
can surely get them for increases, but
you cannot give them a decrease,
right? At least not under this act, if
you are going to interpret it as some
choose to interpret it tonight.

So I know this is a historic argu-
ment. And I don’t know if I appreciated
its historical significance when we
started tonight, but I have been re-
minded of it.

So if there was any lesser thought on
my part, I am right there. It is an his-
toric argument, except that it isn’t a
very new argument. It isn’t a very new
use of reconciliation that is being ar-
gued tonight; it is a very old use of rec-
onciliation.

With that, how much time does the
Senator desire? I ask Senator GRASS-
LEY.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I would like to have
25 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 25 minutes to
Senator GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. The Federal Gov-
ernment is collecting too much in
taxes. That is what is at the basis of
the tax reduction package we hope to
get through the Senate in a couple
months. The Federal Government will
accumulate over $3.1 trillion in excess
tax collections over the next 10 years.
Federal tax receipts are at one of their
highest levels in our Nation’s history.
The bulk of these excess collections
comes from the individual taxpayer,
mostly the individual income-tax
payer. Individual income tax collec-
tions are currently near an all-time
high, even higher than they were at
some levels imposed during World War
II.

So I have a series of charts I would
like to have my colleagues review with
me to illustrate our present situation.

The first chart shows total Federal
tax receipts as a percentage of gross
domestic product over the last 40
years. Tax receipts have fluctuated fre-
quently since 1960, but the most shock-
ing spike in tax receipts began in 1993.

The Congressional Budget Office’s
January 2001 report to Congress shows
that in 1992, total tax receipts were
around 17.2 percent of GDP. By the
year 2000, Federal receipts had ex-
ploded to an astronomical 2.6 percent
of gross domestic product. The signifi-
cance of this percentage can only be
appreciated by its historical compari-
son.

In 1944, at the height of World War II,
taxes as a percentage of GDP were 20.9
percent, only one-half percent higher
than they are this very day. By 1945,
those taxes had dropped to 20.4 percent
of GDP, which is actually lower than
collection levels today.

It is unbelievable that in a time of
unprecedented peace and prosperity,
the Federal Government should rake in
taxes at a wartime level. The sorriest
part of this whole story is that this
huge increase in taxes has been borne
almost exclusively by the individual
American taxpayer.

As this next chart shows, over the
past decade, tax collection levels for
payroll taxes, corporate taxes, and all
other taxes have been relatively stable.
We can see that corporate taxes during
the past 10 years have increased very
little, from 1.6 percent of GDP to 2.1
percent, and estate taxes have re-
mained essentially unchanged. Collec-
tions of individual income taxes, how-
ever, have soared.

As this chart shows, in 1992, tax col-
lections from individual income taxes
were 7.7 percent of gross domestic prod-
uct. That percentage has risen steadily
each year and, as of the year 2000, was
an astounding 10.2 percent of GDP. In-
dividual income taxes now take up the
largest share of GDP in history. Even
during World War II, collections from
individuals were 9.4 percent of GDP,
nearly a full percentage point below
the current levels.

As we can see, the source of the cur-
rent and future surpluses is from the
huge runups in a single tax, the indi-
vidual tax collections. These excess
collections are attributable to the tax
increases forced through by President
Clinton in 1993. Since 1992, total per-
sonal income has grown an average of
5.6 percent per year. Federal income
tax collections, however, have grown
an average of 9.1 percent a year, out-
stripping the rate of personal income
tax growth by 64 percent.

The Joint Committee on Taxation, at
the request of their parent committee,
estimated that just repealing the rev-
enue-raising provisions of President
Clinton’s 1993 tax hike would yield tax
relief of more than $1 trillion over the
10 years. Democrats and Republicans
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alike can agree that individual tax-
payers deserve relief from the Federal
Government’s overtaxation.

President Bush has offered a plan to
reduce individual income taxes across
all tax rates, all brackets, and to re-
duce the number of brackets as well.
This benefits taxpayers all across
America.

Now we hear, however, a hue and cry
from some on the other side of the aisle
that not all taxpayers should receive
rate reductions. They say the Presi-
dent’s plan disproportionately benefits
upper income-tax payers and does not
provide enough relief at the lower end
of the income scale. There is some good
news out there for those who believe
that: None of those allegations are
true.

We need to first understand the cur-
rent distribution of the tax burden in
America. We have a highly progressive
income tax system. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, the top 20
percent of income earners pay over 75
percent of all individual income taxes.
By contrast, households in the bottom
three-fifths of the income distribution
pay 7 percent of all individual taxes.
The President’s plan not only preserves
this progressive system but—surprise—
actually makes those top income peo-
ple pay more of the percentage of in-
come coming into the Federal Treas-
ury, if the President’s plan is adopted.

To all those who are trying to engage
in class warfare over the President’s
tax proposals, I invite them to pay at-
tention to the next two charts. As the
first of these two charts demonstrates,
the President’s marginal rate reduc-
tions, when combined with his increase
in the child credit, the additional de-
duction for the lower earning spouse,
and his refundable tax credit for indi-
vidual health insurance, provides the
greatest reduction in tax burden for
lower income-tax payers.

Look at the levels of reduction in tax
burden shown on this chart. The upper
income-tax payers receive an 8.7-per-
cent reduction in their burden. Those
at the lower end of the income scale,
however, receive a 136.2 percent reduc-
tion in their taxes. This is because 4
million taxpayers will be taken off the
income tax rolls. A four-person family
earning $35,000 a year will no longer
have any income tax burden.

As this chart also shows, a large re-
duction of tax burden is targeted to-
wards taxpayers making between
$30,000 and $75,000 a year. These tax-
payers will experience relief ranging
from 20.8 percent to 38.3 percent of
their current tax burden.

Now, I also said the President’s plan,
when passed, actually makes our tax
system more progressive. Look at the
next chart to get the proof of that.
This is a very important chart for
those who will demagogue the Presi-
dent’s proposal on the basis of income
differences.

As this chart demonstrates, under
the President’s proposal, the overall
tax burden goes down for all taxpayers

earning below $100,000. For taxpayers
making $100,000 or more, however, their
share of Federal tax burden will actu-
ally increase under the President’s
plan.

For example, the share of the tax
burden for taxpayers earning between
$30,000 and $40,000 a year will drop from
2.5 percent to 1.8 percent. Similarly, for
those earning between $50,000 and
$75,000, the burden share drops from
12.2 percent to 11.3 percent.

This is not the case, however, for tax-
payers earning $200,000 or more. Their
share of the overall burden will actu-
ally increase, and increase by a full 3
percent.

As we can see, then, the President’s
plan not only retains the progressivity
of our tax system, that progressivity is
actually enhanced. The President’s
plan gives tax relief to all taxpayers,
and it does so in a fair manner, one
that requires more from those who are
able to pay and provides the greatest
relief for those most in need.

There are several Members of the
Senate who belong to a group called
the Centrist Coalition. There is noth-
ing wrong with that group; they are
good people. They are out there to try
to find compromise and to promote bi-
partisanship. In a time of a 50–50 Sen-
ate, you cannot knock that, and I do
not. However, they have a plan on
which I will comment.

The Centrist Coalition is concerned
that $1.6 trillion is not the right
amount of tax reduction and argue
that the right number is somewhere be-
tween the Democrat’s number of $900
billion and the President’s number, $1.6
trillion. I thank Senator BREAUX, the
head of the Centrist Coalition, for his
efforts to find, as he says, a middle
ground.

Senator BREAUX has a long history as
one who tries to secure bipartisan con-
sensus. He was one of the few Demo-
crats to cross over and support the
Senate tax relief plan in 1999. He is
widely known for his efforts to find bi-
partisan consensus on Medicare. I will
be relying on Senator BREAUX, along
with Senator BAUCUS, when we take up
Medicare legislation later this year.
Earlier this year, I accepted the cen-
trists’ invitation to join their meet-
ings. I attended a meeting in a recent
week on tax options and found it to be
a very useful discussion.

Senator BREAUX suggests that the
middle ground is splitting the dif-
ference between the President’s num-
ber of $1.6 trillion and the Democratic
alternative of $900 billion. If those were
the only two numbers to consider, I
would probably agree that his number
of $1.25 trillion is pretty close to mid-
dle ground. But the reality is that the
numbers range, as Senator CONRAD has
said, all the way up to $2.2 trillion
down to $900 billion. Some of my col-
leagues on this side really like that $2.2
trillion number better, and I have to
put water to dampen their desires, be-
cause we have to be realistic in this
game.

In comparing the numbers, I, like
Senator BREAUX, am not comfortable
with either the Democrat number of
$900 billion or the $2.2 trillion being
thrown around by some on my side of
the aisle. Unlike Senator BREAUX, how-
ever, I am comfortable with the $1.6
trillion number, and this is why. I am
going to run through a hypothetical
calculation of a tax cut agenda and
look at each number to see if it accom-
modates the agenda of its proponents.

I want to look at Senator CONRAD’s
number of $900 billion. Now Senators
DASCHLE, CONRAD, and the Democratic
leadership have been talking a lot
about their stimulus and rate cut pack-
age.

Under Joint Tax scoring, that pro-
posal loses around $506 billion over 10
years. That leaves $394 billion out of
their $900 billion for other tax cuts
that Senator CONRAD and other Demo-
crats say they support.

The Democrat alternative on mar-
riage tax relief, which was offered in
the Finance Committee last year, con-
tained a revenue loss of $197 billion
over 10 years, without a sunset.

The Democratic alternative on death
tax relief contained a revenue loss of
$64 billion over 10 years.

So using Democratic proposals and
last year’s revenue loss estimates, the
Democrats have less than $133 billion
in surplus left.

You have to keep in mind that these
are only the Democrat proposals we are
talking about. We have to consider
that there are bipartisan tax cuts that
passed either or both Houses of Con-
gress during the past year.

There is the retirement security bill
that Senator BAUCUS and I will soon be
introducing. A similar bill passed the
House almost unanimously. That bill
will run about $52 billion.

There is a bill to repeal the Spanish-
American War phone tax that passed
the House last year by an over-
whelming bipartisan margin, and that
will run about $50 billion.

Then there is the small business and
agricultural tax cuts that everyone
supports. That package totals over $17
billion.

The education tax relief that unani-
mously passed the Finance Committee
last month runs about $20 billion.

Now, you have to add up all these bi-
partisan tax cuts and, when you do, we
have now exceeded the $133 billion that
was left in the Democrat budget. It is
all gone. And we haven’t even factored
in their greatest objection to the Presi-
dent’s proposal, and that is the prob-
lem with the alternative minimum tax.

We have heard a lot of pointed criti-
cism of the President’s tax plan from
Senators on the other side of the aisle
on the issue of the alternative min-
imum tax. Senator CONRAD has said
that it takes $200 billion to $300 billion
to fix the AMT problem under the Bush
plan. Senator CONRAD is correct that
the President’s plan could make the
problem worse. As I have said, I intend
to address that problem.
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The Senate Democratic stimulus and

rate reduction package does nothing
about the AMT problem that they have
addressed and found fault with in the
President’s program. In fact, their leg-
islation will make this problem worse.
According to the Joint Tax Committee,
the Democrats’ package will subject an
additional 7 million taxpayers to the
AMT.

So if Senator CONRAD and other Sen-
ators on the other side of the aisle
want to practice what they preach,
they will have to raise their budget’s
tax cut numbers to deal with the alter-
native minimum tax. As they have
said, that is another $200 billion to $300
billion.

But at this point, after including
their priorities and the bipartisan tax
cuts, they don’t have any surplus left
to redress the AMT problem. So, as you
can see, the Democratic budget number
of $900 billion does not even accommo-
date their own tax priorities.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. GRASSLEY. I believe many on

the other side, like Senator BREAUX,
know this.

I would like to finish, and then I’ll
respond; but I only have 25 minutes al-
lotted.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
on my time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes, I will yield on
his time.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I have
great respect for the chairman. He and
I have worked on many matters to-
gether. I want to take this moment to
advise the Senator that we have $125
billion of our $750 billion tax cut
unallocated. We have specifically not
allocated it all so that some of it could
be used to address the alternative min-
imum tax problem. So we have not
done what we have criticized the other
side for doing.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for what he thinks
is a clarification. But he, I think,
makes my point. They have reserved
some money, but when you add all of
their proposals, and when you take
into consideration the AMT, and when
you also take into consideration their
votes on bipartisan tax proposals, there
is no way that you are going to squeeze
that into their numbers.

Let me tell you, we have had prob-
lems on this side of the aisle. Even if
we go at $1.6 trillion, there is going to
be a difficulty squeezing everything in.
But we have a problem of having the
greatest amount of flexibility that we
can.

Now, as has been said, the Demo-
cratic budget number of $900 billion
does not even accommodate their own
tax priorities. I believe Senator
BREAUX knows that.

I think those who have proposed
numbers in the range of $2 trillion to
$2.4 trillion are also pushing the wrong
number.

That tax cut number doesn’t balance
our priorities in paying down debt and
targeted spending increases.

Senator BREAUX’s number is better
than the Democratic number because it
allows more tax cuts to be addressed.
However, it does not have enough
room. Unlike the Democratic number,
Senator BREAUX’s number might be
enough to cover Democratic priorities,
plus a little bit more; but it would ig-
nore the President’s priorities.

So I believe the number that the
President has proposed is appropriate
but not just because he proposed it. It
is appropriate because it will allow us
to accommodate the bipartisan tax cut
priorities before us.

Senator BAUCUS and I will need the
full $1.6 trillion to make the tax cuts
for all of you, through these votes and
through these proposals, have indi-
cated that you are interested in, and to
make it work.

The Democrat side has said they
want bipartisan legislation. So in order
to do that, the Finance Committee will
need $1.6 trillion in tax cut relief au-
thority from the Senate through the
budget resolution.

I also think that many in this body
are looking at the number too much in
terms of a win or loss for President
Bush. This is true of Republicans, who
tend to look at the $1.6 trillion num-
ber, or anything higher, as a win for
the President. Democrats are looking
at anything less than that number as
somewhat of a loss for the President.

Democratic leaders, budgetwise and
their elected leadership, have been ex-
plicit in this objective. They have
worked very hard to try to defeat the
President’s tax cut. All the amend-
ments we have been voting on take
money from the tax cut, which indi-
cates that is their strategy.

We ought to look at the numbers in
terms of the tax cut agenda, including
the President’s proposal, the bipartisan
and the bicameral proposals and, of
course, the Senate’s own proposals.

Senator BREAUX’s amendment, while
well intentioned, does not provide the
Finance Committee with the tools nec-
essary to do the job of delivering bipar-
tisan tax relief to the American people.

I want to bring this down State by
State. All politics is local, we are told.
The Treasury Department has released
data showing the number of individual
tax returns on a State-by-State basis
that will benefit from the President’s
tax relief plan. These returns are a mix
of married couples filing jointly, single
return filers, and heads of household.

The data is significant for all Sen-
ators. For example, in my home State
of Iowa, over 1 million individual re-
turns would benefit under the Presi-
dent’s plan. If even half of those re-
turns are married filing jointly, that
means over 1.5 million people in my
State will receive a tax benefit from
the President’s plan.

The numbers are even greater for
larger States. For example, the number
of individual returns that would re-
ceive a tax benefit under the Presi-
dent’s plan in: Arkansas, 787,000; Cali-
fornia, 11 million; Florida, 5.5 million;

Georgia, 2.7 million; Illinois, 4.5 mil-
lion; Louisiana, 1.3 million; Missouri,
1.9 million; Nebraska, 631,000; New Jer-
sey, 3.2 million; New York State, 6.5
million; North Carolina, 2.7 million.

Keep in mind that these numbers I
just listed are the number of individual
tax returns. If a substantial portion in
each of these States were married fil-
ing jointly, the number of taxpayers
benefiting under the President’s plan
could nearly double.

The number of individual taxpayers
benefiting under the President’s pro-
posal is simply too big to ignore; un-
less, of course, we focus on the smaller
States that do not file as many indi-
vidual tax returns. For example, North
Dakota has only 230,000 individual re-
turns filed. South Dakota has only
236,000 returns; Maine, 465,000; Rhode
Island, 385,000; Vermont, 232,000.

Perhaps the tax benefits offered by
the President’s plan are not relevant to
these smaller States. Those taxpayers
do not really count, but they certainly
count in my State, and I suspect they
count in many of the other States as
well.

An interesting study was recently re-
leased by the Tax Foundation, a non-
partisan tax-exempt organization.

I yield myself 5 more minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-

NETT). The Senator has yielded 5 more
minutes and is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I am not going to go
through this chart, but one can see we
list the benefits of the households in
the States, so one can see there is tre-
mendous benefit and savings to the
people living in these States.

Just think what these families can
do with those dollars if we let them
keep their hard-earned money instead
of taking it away to squander in Wash-
ington. For example, I know the cost-
of-living in California is high, but
$15,800 in the pockets of the average
household in that State would buy
quite a bit. If they decide to pay down
early on their 30-year mortgage, the in-
terest saved would save them a tremen-
dous number of house payments. It can
buy kids clothes, family vacations. Let
the family decide how to spend it.

The tax savings offered to the resi-
dents of each State is laid out in these
charts, and I hope our constituents in
each of these States hold us account-
able to provide tax savings.

It is time to wrap up the debate on
whether the Finance Committee will
have an opportunity to cut taxes up to
$1.6 trillion over 10 years. I underscore
the word ‘‘opportunity’’ because that is
what this debate is all about: the op-
portunity for a tax cut.

This vote is not about what the tax
cut contains. That debate and vote will
come later. That debate and vote
comes when the Finance Committee
marks up tax cut legislation. This vote
is about whether we will consider the
tax cut under reconciliation.

Reconciliation plain and simple, as
we sit here today, is the only way we
are going to get a tax cut for the Amer-
ican people in a timely manner.
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There have been strong statements

made by some on the other side about
tax cuts and reconciliation. From the
tone of the statements, one would
think that a reconciled tax cut is a new
event. We have gone through the his-
tory of it, and I do not want to repeat
that history. It has been discussed be-
tween the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and the Senator from New Mexico
to a great extent, but I think it boils
down to the question of cooperation
and shared responsibility. A 50/50 Sen-
ate means shared power and, just as
important, shared responsibility.

The Senate today is operating under
a historic powersharing arrangement
reached on January 5, 2001. Repub-
licans following our leader yielded a
significant concession to the Demo-
crats. What did we get in exchange?
What we got was, as Senator LOTT put
it, a good-faith promise on the part of
Democrats to cooperate.

In the Senate Finance Committee, I
have had this sort of cooperation from
Senator BAUCUS, and we will continue
to do it. However, the opponents of
Senator DOMENICI’s amendment depart
from the spirit of that historic agree-
ment.

In 1993, with a new President and ma-
jorities in both Houses, Democrats
used reconciliation to raise taxes.
Democrats in 1993 used reconciliation
within their right to further their
President’s program, a partisan-de-
signed major tax increase.

Eight years later, we are faced with a
similar situation, though I am hopeful
more than one Member of the other
side will support us. Republicans, by a
razor-thin edge, have control of Con-
gress and the Presidency. The core of
President Bush’s program, much as
President Clinton’s program 8 years
ago, involves taxes. The difference is
that President Bush wants to return a
portion of the record level of income
taxes to folks who pay them. Repub-
licans did not object to use of rec-
onciliation in 1993; Democrats should
not object to Republicans’ use of rec-
onciliation today.

For those of us on this side of the
aisle, this is a very compelling point,
especially in the context of our conces-
sion in powersharing. I want to quote
Senator BYRD from West Virginia on
this point. He made this point on Janu-
ary 5, 2001, when this agreement was
reached.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GRASSLEY. May I do this one
quote and then I will quit.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield whatever the
Senator needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Senator BYRD said:
I know it has been difficult for Members,

particularly on the Republican side to come
to an agreement such as has been reached
here, but they have been willing to give up
their partisanship for the moment in the in-
terests of the Nation.

Also, it is exceedingly important—I have
already mentioned it here—to George

Bush. . . . It is vitally important to him, if
he is to expect to see his programs consid-
ered and adopted. And hopefully, from his
standpoint, certainly, and from the stand-
point of many others, if he is to see those
programs succeed, he—

Meaning President Bush—
is going to have to have help. He can’t de-

pend on all of it coming just from his side—

Meaning the Republican side of the
aisle.

He is going to have some help over
here. . . .

Meaning the Democrats side of the
aisle.

As always, Senator BYRD said it very
well. At this point in history, the
President’s agenda, including the cor-
nerstone of his proposed tax relief for
working men and women, is tied in
with his power-sharing agreement.
With this power-sharing agreement
that govern the operation of this Sen-
ate, this year, certainly from the per-
spective of those on this side of the
Aisle, there is a connection.

Therefore, it strikes us as particu-
larly unfortunate that in the context
of power sharing a new obstacle is
raised to the use of the reconciliation
process. It is particularly disappointing
to this side of the aisle that this argu-
ment on reconciliation is forthcoming
now. We believe the Domenici amend-
ment should not be necessary. Rec-
onciliation affords the President an op-
portunity to consider his program. It is
an appropriate opportunity in the con-
text of the history of the budget Act. It
is also appropriate, and maybe more so,
in the context of the power-sharing
agreement governing the operation of
the Senate, in this Congress, because
the Senate is 50/50.

A vote for the Domenici amendment
is not a vote for a tax cut; it is a vote
to give the Senate the opportunity we
ought to have to consider such tax re-
lief for working men and women.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate from the North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I re-
mind the Senator form Iowa it was en-
tirely appropriate to use reconciliation
in 1993 because that was a deficit re-
duction piece of legislation. That is the
difference. This is not deficit reduc-
tion.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I cannot
support including reconciliation in-
structions in this resolution. This is a
very important issue for the Senate as
an institution and a very important
issue for the future economic well-
being of the nation. The Senate is a
great legislative body, a deliberative
body unique in the world. The central
feature of the unique role the Senate
plays is the fullness of debate and the
openness of the amendment process.

The reconciliation process is a fea-
ture of the Budget Act which was
adopted in 1974. When it was adopted, it
was contemplated that the reconcili-
ation process would be used as a tool of
fiscal restraint. That is, that reconcili-
ation would be used to reduce deficits.

The Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI, himself, said
in 1985:

Frankly, as the chairman of the Budget
Committee I am aware of how beneficial rec-
onciliation can be to deficit reduction. But
I’m also totally aware of what can happen
when we choose to use this kind of process to
basically get around the rules of the Senate
as to limiting debate. Clearly, unlimited de-
bate is the prerogative of the Senate that is
greatly modified under this process. I have
grown to understand this institution. While
it has a lot of shortcomings, it has some
qualities that are rather exceptional. One of
those is the fact that it is an extremely free
institution, that we are free to offer amend-
ments, that we are free to take as much time
as this Senate will let us, to debate and have
those issues thoroughly understood both
here and across the country.

And, in 1989, Senator DOMENICI said:
There are a few things about the U.S. Sen-

ate that people understand to be very, very
significant. One is that you have the right,
the rather broad right, the most significant
right among all parliamentary bodies in the
world, to amend freely on the floor. The
other is the right to debate and to filibuster.
When the Budget Act was drafted, the rec-
onciliation procedure was crafted very care-
fully. It was intended to be used rather care-
fully because, in essence, Mr. President, it
vitiated those two significant characteristics
of this place that many have grown to re-
spect and admire. Some think it is a mar-
velous institution of democracy. And if you
lose those two qualities you just about turn
this U.S. Senate into the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives or other parliamentary body.

In 1981, former Majority Leader How-
ard Baker stated,

Reconciliation was never meant to be a ve-
hicle for an omnibus authorization bill. To
permit it to be treated as such is to break
faith with the Senate’s historical uniqueness
as a forum for the exercise of minority and
individual rights.

The amendment before us today
would add reconciliation instructions
to this budget resolution for a totally
different purpose. The purpose is to
shield the massive tax cut proposed by
President Bush from full debate and
the amending process in the Senate.
This is the opposite of fiscal restraint.
This is the opposite of deficit reduc-
tion. The reconciliation process would
restrict debate to only twenty hours
and potentially less time and would
constrain amendments. It reduces the
likelihood of compromise. It reduces
the likelihood of the enactment of a
tax cut with broad bipartisan support
because it weakens minority rights and
tempts the majority to force their
version on the minority.

This would be a misuse of the rec-
onciliation process and a disservice to
the American people. The tax bill will
impact the federal budget and the na-
tion’s economy for many years to
come. It will cost more than $1.6 tril-
lion over the next decade, probably
much more. The American people, the
people who send us here as their rep-
resentatives have the right to have this
tax cut considered and evaluated, de-
bated and amended under the normal
procedures which have made the Sen-
ate a great deliberative body.

In 1981, the reconciliation process
was used to enact spending reductions
which President Reagan sought. That
was appropriate. However, the major
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tax cut which was the centerpiece of
his program was considered that same
year as a free-standing tax bill in the
Senate. That is, it was considered
under the normal Senate rules. The tax
bill was fully debated for about twelve
days and more than a hundred amend-
ments were considered. There were
fifty roll call votes. That was a process
in the tradition of the Senate and did
it credit. I was one of eleven Senators
that voted against that bill. But the
process that was used to adopt that tax
bill was the appropriate and normal
process. This is what makes the Senate
the world’s preeminent deliberative
body.

Today, we are being asked to turn
our backs on Senate history by adding
language to this budget resolution
which will make it more difficult for
the Senate to fully debate, amend and
work its will on tax legislation which
we will consider in the weeks ahead. I
support a tax cut, but not President
Bush’s version which I think is too
large, relies on highly problematical
projections. But, I cannot support this
effort the circumvent the Senate’s
rules in order to pass without full de-
bate and amendment any tax cut bill.
Doing so is the opposite of the intent of
reconciliation.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I think
it is useful to sit back and reflect, get
a little perspective on this issue.

I remind Members we have a Con-
stitution. Under the Constitution there
is an article I, an article II, and an ar-
ticle III. Article I is the legislative ar-
ticle; article II, the executive article;
and article III, the judicial.

Why is that important? It is impor-
tant because we are separate branches
of government: The legislative branch,
the executive. Why is article I the leg-
islative branch? Our Founding Fathers
said because it is where laws are writ-
ten, it is the most important. We are
coequal branches, but article I is legis-
lative, essentially because this is where
the laws are made.

We all run for office. We are elected
or unelected by our people, the citizens
of our States, the people for whom we
work. It is a wonderful form of govern-
ment. It works. We are not a par-
liamentary form of government. We
are not a parliamentary form of gov-
ernment because we have a separate
legislative branch. In the parliamen-
tary form of government, the majority
party that is elected in the elections is
the Government.

Under the Constitution, we are treat-
ed differently. We are separate. Of
course, we have political parties. That
complicates matters. I have the utmost
respect for the President of the United
States, whether he or she be Repub-
lican or Democrat. It is important to
state, however, that we are Senators,
with all that means, proudly doing
what we think is right, representing
the people of our States, which is no
small matter. It is a tremendous bur-

den, a tremendous responsibility, and a
tremendous privilege. That is why we
sought this office, that is why we like
this job so much, and that is why most
Members want to continue and seek re-
election.

The question tonight is very narrow.
It is whether or not the tax legislation
that will be contemplated this year
should be within the narrow confines of
reconciliation. It is conceded, it is
agreed, that reconciliation and all its
very narrow constraints is very proper
in order to reduce deficits, to raise
taxes, or cut spending. No one disputes
that. Under reconciliation, the Senate
is not the Senate; the Senate is a dif-
ferent institution with very narrow
constraints on amendments, germane-
ness, and debate.

Rather, the issue before the Senate is
whether those extremely tight con-
straints should also apply to cutting
taxes and increasing outlays. That is
the question.

It has been argued on the other side,
yes, it should. It has been argued that
reconciliation is policy neutral. If we
do believe that, then we believe that
anything can be in reconciliation that
in any way affects outlays or reve-
nues—anything: The highway bill, the
former health care bill that has been
mentioned. That is what that argu-
ment means.

I ask my good friend from Iowa, the
chairman of the Finance Committee,
who enjoys the prerogatives of the
chairman of the Finance Committee—I
plead with him—to have a process
where the Finance Committee has
more opportunity to write more legis-
lation in the committee and also on
the floor.

The central point is, we have an op-
portunity tonight to do what is right.
There have been a lot of red herrings.
For example, the point has been made
that Senator BYRD should have made
the argument 27 years ago. That is ir-
relevant. We are the Senate. We can
vote on what we want to vote on. To-
morrow we can vote again on a dif-
ferent matter. It is up to us to decide
what is right.

What is right is to use reconciliation
where it should be used, in reducing
deficits. It should not be used to craft
anything else under the sun. Because
the latter approach disenfranchises,
literally, a majority of Americans. The
right to offer amendments on the floor
of the Senate and the right of unlim-
ited debate are essential. Under rec-
onciliation, we have constraints on un-
limited debate—which disenfranchises
voters.

It is wrong for this amendment to
pass. It is undermining why we came
here. I urge Senators to vote against
the pending amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the
issue is not whether we are going to
have a tax cut or what the specific de-
tails of the tax cut will be. The ques-
tion is, Are we going to take this his-

toric opportunity with over $5.5 trillion
of surplus available in the next 10 years
and make decisions on how to allocate
that surplus in the most rational man-
ner?

One of the issues, I am afraid, that
will be trampled upon if we do not de-
feat this amendment, and deny us the
opportunity for full debate, is the ques-
tion of how we will finance a prescrip-
tion drug benefit through Medicare.
Virtually every Member of the Senate,
on both sides of the aisle, has voted in
favor of a prescription drug benefit.
Virtually every Member has also voted
that that benefit should be in the range
of $300 billion to $311 billion over the
next 10 years. Where we disagree is how
we should pay for it.

This side of the aisle has voted to pay
for it in the traditional manner, gen-
eral revenue and premiums paid by the
beneficiaries. The other side of the
aisle has voted to pay for it by taking
the excess funds that are in the hos-
pital trust fund.

For 35 years, there has been a con-
tract between the people of the United
States and their Federal Government.
That contract has said: You pay me
every month 1.5 percent of your salary,
and when you reach retirement age, we
will provide you a range of benefits
that includes hospital, skilled nursing
home, and home health care.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. GRAHAM. That contract is now
about to be broken. We should have a
full debate in the Senate before we en-
gage in that unilateral abolition of a
35-year commitment by the American
people. Before I yield the remainder of
my time to the Senator from Michigan,
I ask unanimous consent that a letter
from the American Hospital Associa-
tion dated today be printed in the
RECORD, which states:

We believe the Part A Trust Fund should
be used for the purpose for which it was in-
tended.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, April 5, 2001.

Hon. BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: On behalf of the
American Hospital association (AHA), I
would like to express our strong support of
your amendment to H. Con. Res. 83, the fis-
cal year (FY) 2002 budget resolution requir-
ing a ‘‘super majority’’ of 60 votes in the
Senate in order to spend Hospital Insurance
(HI) Trust Fund dollars for non-Part A serv-
ices.

The AHA represents nearly 5,000 hospitals,
health systems, networks and other health
care provider members.

The Medicare program is expected to expe-
rience very rapid growth over the next dec-
ade as our nation’s 78 million ‘‘baby
boomers’’ begin to retire. The Part A Trust
Fund, which is supported by a payroll tax, is
projected to see its obligations exceed its in-
come by 2015, and its assets could be ex-
hausted by 2029.

We believe that the Part A Trust Fund
should be used for the purpose for which it
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was intended: to provide beneficiaries with
the highest quality hospital acute care serv-
ices. Congress must be careful not to dilute
the trust fund or divert dollars currently in
the trust fund for other purposes. It is imper-
ative that Congress avoids legislation that
accelerates the insolvency of the Medicare
Part A Trust Fund. We need to ensure that
Medicare Part A services are there when our
seniors need them.

Since its inception, the Medicare program
has ensured seniors access to high quality af-
fordable health care. It is incumbent upon
all of us to ensure that the program is pre-
served, protected and strengthened for future
generations.

Sicnerely,
RICK POLLACK,

Executive Vice President.
Mr. GRAHAM. I yield the remainder

of my time to my distinguished col-
league from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 2 minutes to

the Senator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is a

debate about a reconciliation process
by which a tax cut will occur. I think
most Members of this Congress would,
in quiet moments, agree we are un-
likely to have 10 years of relentless
surpluses. This is truly a triumph of
hope over experience, but that is the
way politics is sometimes.

I want to introduce into the RECORD
a memorandum by Alan Blinder, Gene
Sperling, and Jason Furman, three
very distinguished economists who
have reviewed the assessment of the 51
leading private sector forecasts with
respect to recent economic trends on
the surplus.

I am going to ask consent to have it
printed in the RECORD in its entirety,
but essentially they say:

. . . altering only the 2001 growth forecast
[with the last three months of information]
leaving all other projections unchanged,
would result in a roughly $215 billion reduc-
tion in the unified surplus. . . .

They go on to say the effect of the
stock market difficulties could well
lower the unified surplus by $1 trillion
or more.

Standard & Poor’s DRI, for example,
project stock market factors could reduce
the unified surplus by more than $1 trillion
over the next decade.

My point is very simply if we proceed
with the size of a tax cut proposed by
the Republican Party and by the Presi-
dent and do not experience these sur-
pluses, which is very likely—very like-
ly we will not experience these sur-
pluses—we will head back into big defi-
cits. The discussion is as if these sur-
pluses already exist. They do not. They
are not in a silk purse; they are not in
a mattress; they are not in a bank ac-
count. They do not exist. They are pro-
jections and they are projections which

we may not see. Let’s be cautious and
conservative. Let’s have a tax cut, yes;
pay down the debt, yes; meet our prior-
ities—improving schools and other
things—but do it in a prudent and
thoughtful way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the memorandum be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR DORGAN

From: Alan Blinder, Princeton University,
Gene Sperling, Brookings Institution,
Jason Furman, Harvard University

Subject: Analysis of the impact of recent
economic conditions on the 10-year projec-
tion of the surplus

Summary
Many observers have questioned whether

or not the most recent surplus projections
would be altered by the recent slowdown in
economic activity and fall in the stock mar-
ket. Although many of the fundamentals of
the economy remain strong—with unemploy-
ment near 30 year lows, productivity growth
still high, and many indications that con-
sumer demand is holding up—other weaker
indicators have led many forecasters to
lower their growth projections for 2001. In as-
sessing the impact of recent economic trends
on the surplus, we have chosen not to offer
our own economic projections, but simply to
examine how changes in the 51 leading pri-
vate-sector forecasters who make up the
Blue Chip consensus would impact surplus
projections.

The analysis is informative for at least a
couple of key reasons. First, this analysis
highlights the degree of uncertainty sur-
rounding the projection of the surplus. In-
deed, it shows that altering only the 2001
growth forecast, leaving all the other projec-
tions unchanged, would result in a roughly
$215 billion reduction in the unified surplus
relative to the CBO baseline projection. It
should be noted that this change is result of
taking into account only three months of
new information, representing just 21⁄2 per-
cent of the 10-year period. Second, the recent
fall in the stock market further highlights
the uncertainty of budget projections that
are based not only on economic growth pro-
jections but on projections of revenues from
taxation of capital gains, stock options, and
taxable withdrawals from retirement ac-
counts—all of which are highly dependent on
the level of stock market. Indeed, if indi-
vidual income tax receipts as a share of GDP
fall back slightly from the very high levels
achieved in 2000, the unified surplus could be
lowered by $1 trillion or more. Standard &
Poor DRI, for example, project that stock
market factors could reduce the unified sur-
plus by more than $1 trillion over the next
decade.

While we remain optimistic about the fu-
ture of the American economy, such signifi-
cant swings in just three months show why
even optimists should exercise prudence
when making ten-year policy commitments
based on ten-year projections. Over the next
ten years, there are likely to be many other
periods in which economic activity departs

substantially from the current projections,
resulting in substantial deviations of the ac-
tual surplus from the projections that are
being made today. CBO estimates that, based
on their track record, the unified surplus in
2002 could be anywhere from $69 billion to
$556 billion. The uncertainty grows so that in
2006, with no tax cuts or spending increases
in the interim, the budget balance could be
anywhere from a $92 billion deficit to a $1.1
trillion surplus. After setting aside the So-
cial Security and Medicare surpluses, the
probability of running into deficits increases
substantially: the Center for Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities (CBPP), relying on CBO anal-
ysis, has estimated that there is a ‘‘20 per-
cent chance that, under current law, the
budget excluding Social Security and Medi-
care will be in deficit in each year from 2002
through 2006.’’

These reductions in the projected surplus
and uncertainty come on top of the predict-
able factors that will reduce the surplus over
the next decade, including the likelihood
that real discretionary spending will grow
with population, several popular tax credits
will be extended, and the Alternative Min-
imum Tax (AMT) will be reformed so that it
does not affect a growing share of middle-
class families. These factors will likely re-
duce the available surplus by an additional
$800 billion.

Revisions to GDP Growth and Their Impact on
the Surplus

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) fi-
nalized the economic forecast underlying
their latest budget projections in December
2000. Both CBO and the Administration
project 2.4 percent GDP growth in 2001.

When CBO made its economic forecast, 2.4
percent GDP growth was consistent with the
Blue Chip consensus of leading forecasters.
Since December, however, the Blue Chip con-
sensus has been revised down and now stands
at 1.9 percent growth for 2001. The Blue Chip
forecasters have also revised down their pre-
dictions for growth in 2002 to 3.4 percent, the
same rate predicted by CBO, and left their
growth predictions essentially unchanged
thereafter.

Estimating the budget impact of the latest
Blue Chip short-run macroeconomic forecast
provides an example of how just three
months of data might lead to revisions in the
projected surplus. It is important to note
that although the Blue Chip forecast is
slightly more pessimistic than CBO, it is
still relatively optimistic compared to the
recessionary projections of many commenta-
tors. Nevertheless, even this relatively small
change in the outlook would result in a sub-
stantial reduction in the projected surplus
over the next decade.

To estimate the likely magnitude of this
reduction we have relied on Table 1–6 ‘‘Sensi-
tivity of the Budget to Economic Assump-
tions’’ from the Analytical Perspectives vol-
ume of the Administration’s FY 2001 budget.
We updated these estimates to reflect a GDP
slowdown in 2001 and projected them forward
to cover the period 2002–11 (the Analytical
Perspectives table only covers 2000–05). Based
on this, every one percentage point reduc-
tion of GDP growth in 2001—with unchanged
growth projections in 2002–11—will reduce
the unified surplus by about $430 billion over
10 years:

IMPACT OF A 1 PERCENTAGE POINT REDUCTION IN GDP GROWTH IN 2001 ON THE UNIFIED SURPLUS

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 210 2011 2002–2011

Receipts ................................................................................................................................................................. 9 19 23 24 25 26 27 28 30 31 33 265
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................... 2 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 67
Interest ................................................................................................................................................................... 0 1 2 4 6 8 10 13 16 18 22 100

Total .......................................................................................................................................................... 11 27 31 34 37 40 44 48 52 57 62 432

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Table 1–6 of FY 2001 Analytical Perspectives
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Based on the latest Blue Chip projections,

the slowdown would reduce GDP growth by
0.5 percentage point relative to the current
CBO forecast—reducing the unified surplus
by about $215 billion over 10 years.

The actual revision to the surplus forecast
based on the latest outlook for aggregate
economic activity could be more or less than
this $215 billion prediction which is based on
the assumption that the level of real GDP re-
mains 0.5 percent lower from 2002–11. On the
one hand, the reduction to the surplus would
be even larger if the future growth rate of
real GDP were slower. CBO estimates that if
the GDP growth rate were 0.1 percentage
point lower per year, the unified surplus
would be reduced by an additional $244 bil-
lion. On the other hand, the reduction to the
surplus would be less than $215 billion if the
current slowdown is followed by a period of
stronger growth that returns the economy to
potential GDP. In its recent Economic and
Budget Outlook CBO presents a ‘‘recession
scenario’’ in which a sharp slowdown in 2001
is followed by substantially stronger growth,
leading to only a $133 billion reduction in the
unified surplus from 2002–11. CBO’s scenario,
however, would be less likely if the economy
in 2000 was well above potential, if the recent
slowdown causes economists to revise down
their estimate of the level of potential GDP,
or if the adjustment back to potential is
very slow.
Uncertainty from the short-term economic out-

look
The key point from examining the impact

of recent economic changes on the long-run
surplus projections is the large amount of
uncertainty, which has only been increased
by the uncertainty over the short-run out-
look. The bottom 10 Blue Chip forecasters
project growth of 1.3 percent in 2001—com-
pared to the 2.6 percent GDP growth projec-
tion of the top 10 Blue Chip forecasters. Tak-
ing the range of Blue Chip projections for
GDP growth in 2001 and 2002 would lead to a
range in projections of the unified surplus of
roughly $370 billion more than CBO’s current
forecast to roughly $730 billion less than
CBO’s current forecast.
Additional sources of downward revisions in the

surplus: The impact of the stock market on
Revenues

The level of economic activity is not the
only factor that affects the surplus. A major
factor in the recent rise in the surplus is the
increase in individual income tax receipts
from 8.1 percent of GDP in 1995 to 10.2 per-
cent of GDP in 2000. Although legislation in
1997 reduced taxes, several factors contrib-
uted to tax receipts growing more quickly
than the economy. CBO estimates that half
of the recent increase has been due to rising
capital gains realizations and higher income
for high-income taxpayers. The strong stock
market has clearly played an important role
in these strong tax receipts.

Going forward, CBO projects that indi-
vidual income tax receipts will stay above
10.2 percent of GDP for the next decade. Part
of this is driven by the projection of contin-
ued strong capital gains. Although CBO
builds in some declines in capital gains from
the extraordinarily high levels in the last
few years, it still projects capital gains real-
izations of around 41⁄2 percent of GDP going
forward, which is substantially higher than
the 2.4 percent of GDP that prevailed from
1990–96.

In addition to capital gains, the level of
the stock market has a substantial impact
on individual income tax receipts as a share
of GDP through its impact on the flow of
nonqualified stock options (which are taxed
as ordinary income) and withdrawals from
taxable savings accounts. Standard & Poors
DRI estimates that 15 percent of Federal rev-
enue ‘‘is coming from the stock market.’’

With the broad Wilshire 5000 stock index
down 14 percent since December 31st, this
factor is likely to reduce the surplus even
more than the conservative projection based
on the GDP slowdown alone. It is difficult to
estimate the impact of the past changes in
the stock market, let alone to predict future
changes in the stock market. But even small
changes could have a big impact on the sur-
plus. For example, if individual income tax
receipts stay at 9.6 percent of GDP—their
level in 1998–99 and well above their level
from 1994–97—then the unified surplus over
the next decade would be $1.2 trillion lower
than the current projections. In this exam-
ple, receipts as a share of GDP are still sub-
stantially higher than CBO’s ‘‘pessimistic
scenario,’’

Severla investment banks and economic
forecasters have made rough estimates about
the likely impact of economic conditions on
the surplus that are very large in magnitude.
These predications include:

Merrill Lynch has projected that the sur-
plus for FY 2001 will be $250 billion, $31 bil-
lion less than CBO’s projection. Merrill
Lynch’s more pessimistic projections for
GDP growth only accounts for about one-
quarter of this difference from CBO; the ma-
jority of the difference is due to other fac-
tors like the fall in the stock market.

Standard & Poors DRI estimates that
CBO’s underestimate of the impact of the
stock market on the economy could wipe out
$1 trillion of the projected surplus over 10
years.

Mark Zandi, chief economist of econ-
omy.com, has been quoted as saying that the
10-year surplus could be half the current pro-
jections—$2.7 trillion downward revision.
General uncertainty about the future

If a new budget forecast were to take into
account the news from the last three
months, it would most likely revise down the
projected surplus. As an example, just taking
into account the revised short-run economic
outlook by the Blue Chip forecasters would
lead to a downward revision of about $215 bil-
lion in the projected surplus. Taking into ac-
count the stock market and other factors
could reduce the surplus by substantially
more.

These changes appear to be relatively
small compared to the projected $5.6 trillion
surplus. But these revisions, which are only
based on three months of additional data,
highlight how much uncertainty surrounds
projections of the forecast ten years in the
future. The uncertainty in the projection of
the unified surplus grows over time, from a
margin of error of plus or minus $244 billion
in 2002 to plus or minus $612 billion in 2006.
This is especially important in light of the
fact that 71 percent of the 10-year non-Social
Security, non-Medicare surplus occurs after
2005.

CBO itself captures the uncertainty in its
estimates by making projections for an ‘‘op-
timistic scenario’’ and a ‘‘pessimistic sce-
nario.’’ On this basis the projected 10-year
non-Social Security balance ranges from a
$525 billion deficit to a $6.2 trillion surplus.
In assessing these projections, CBO writes
‘‘If CBO’s track record is any guide, both the
optimistic and pessimistic scenarios lie well
within the range of uncertainty of the budg-
et projections.’’
Likely expenditures not included in CBO’s fore-

cast
In addition to the uncertainties about the

future, there are several ways that policies
are likely to deviate from the interpretation
of ‘‘current law’’ that is used by CBO and the
Administration in putting together their
budget baselines. Independent groups and ex-
perts like the Concord Coalition, the Center
on Budget and Policy Priorities, and William

Gale and Alan Auerbach have all estimated
that the available surplus is about $900 bil-
lion to $1.4 trillion lower than the projected
on-budget surplus. The elements of this pre-
dictable reduction in the surplus are:

Medicare off-budget. Virtually the entire
House and a majority of the Senate have
voted to make the Medicare HI surplus un-
available for tax cuts or spending increases—
taking $392 billion off CBO’s projection of the
non-Social Security surplus.

Real discretionary spending rising with
population. The current baseline does not in-
corporate the impact that increasing popu-
lation has on the cost of maintaining a con-
stant level of government services. This
could reduce the surplus by $300 billion.

Alternative Minimum Tax. The Alter-
native Minimum Tax will affect an increas-
ing number of middle-class families over the
next decade; policymakers are likely to fix
this provision so that it serves its historic
intent which is to ensure a minimum level of
taxation for upper-income taxpayers. This
reform would cost about $80 billion.

Expiring tax provisions. Several popular
tax provisions are set to expire at the end of
this year; extending them, as is likely, will
cost $112 billion over 10 years according to
CBO.

Taking into account these realistic ex-
penditures reduces the available surplus to
about $2 trillion over 10 years—without even
taking into account the recent changes in
the outlook for the economy. Taking recent
economic factors into account, it is more
than likely that less $2 trillion will be avail-
able for tax cuts, spending increases, or addi-
tional debt reduction.

Mr. CONRAD. How much time is re-
maining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
4 minutes 44 seconds.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. I hope all of our col-
leagues were listening very carefully to
Senator BYRD as he made that very
powerful statement about the Senate
as an institution.

The reconciliation process, this great
exception to Senate rules, was allowed
and adopted in order to bring down the
deficit. It has been twisted all out of
shape. This amendment proposes to use
it for a purpose that is not relevant to
reducing the deficit.

They talk about taxes going up,
taxes going down—the end objective is
supposed to be reducing the deficit.
That is absent in this situation. Rec-
onciliation is now being used, in effect,
for any purpose whatsoever.

I very much hope the Senate will re-
ject this amendment. I thank Senator
BYRD for a very powerful statement. I
also want to commend the very able
Senator from North Dakota for his
leadership on the budget. As he has
often said, it is a matter of balance. It
is a matter of prudence. It is a matter
of restraint. We can do a tax cut to
help working people, we can strengthen
Social Security and Medicare, we can
pay down the national debt, and we can
invest in the future of our country, in
education, in health, in environment,
in infrastructure. All of this can be
done if we use prudence and caution.
But we cannot do it if we go to excess.
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That was demonstrated yesterday

when we adopted an important edu-
cation amendment. But in order to do
it, we had to bring down the amount of
the tax proposal.

What matters is how you blend these
priorities together. What balance do
you achieve? The Senator from North
Dakota, in my judgment, has done an
extraordinary job of laying out an ap-
proach which encompasses these mul-
tiple goals, reconciles them, and moves
the Nation forward. That is what we
ought to be doing. That would not give
away our fiscal responsibility. Under
that approach, we would not do a huge
tax cut based on 10-year surplus projec-
tions, 70 percent of which appear only
in the last 5 years of the 10-year period.
No one in their private or business life
would engage in that kind of reliance
on tenuous projections. We ought not
to do it on the floor of the Senate.

I thank the Senator from North Da-
kota for the tremendous leadership he
has provided and the vision he has out-
lined of a balanced program that will
encompass tax reduction, protect So-
cial Security and Medicare, pay down
the debt, and invest in the future of
our country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 3 minutes to

my good friend, Senator Sessions from
Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank Senators DOMENICI and GRASS-
LEY for their courageous effort to make
sure this body has a full chance to vote
on the President’s tax cut proposal. It
has been objected to by a host of proce-
dural objections in a desperate effort to
throw it off track, but we are going to
get that vote up, I believe, and have a
chance to let the American people fully
consider the issue.

The question I want to raise is why
do we have this extraordinary surplus?
Why are we having big surpluses this
year? In fact, we were told recently,
within the last week, that even though
we have had a slowdown in this year’s
economy, our projection of last year
underestimates the surplus we will
have this year—maybe by 20 or more
billion dollars. We will see how it turns
out. But even with this slowdown, we
have more coming in than we projected
and we have had more coming in for
the last 3 years than has been projected
by the CBO or OMB.

Why is it happening? It is because
the Federal Government not only is
taking in more, and not only are the
American people making more, the
Federal Government is taking a larger
percentage. It is taking a larger per-
centage of America’s wealth—too
much.

In 1992, the Federal Government took
17.6 percent of the total gross domestic
product, all that we make and manu-
facture in the United States. Today it
has hit 20.7 percent, a monumental in-

crease. That is the highest percentage
of the economy taken by the Federal
Government since the height of World
War II. The American people are enti-
tled to not see that continue upwards.
In fact, this tax reduction, if passed
fully, would not really reduce that
number but just flatten it out and keep
it from going up.

We need this tax cut now. We need to
have this bill on the floor so we can
fully debate the President’s proposals.
I say let it go. Let the Senators vote,
vote to move this budget forward.

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico for his effective leadership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I note
the presence on the floor of Senator
CLINTON. I want to say if I referred to
the distinguished Senator in the first
person an hour or so ago, I apologize.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. I yield.
Mrs. CLINTON. Thank you very

much.
Mr. President, I say to the chairman

of the Budget Committee, on which I
am honored to serve, that I appreciate
those words. I came down to the floor
after hearing that to say just two
quick things.

One, in 1993, we made a considerable
effort to reform health care. I learned a
lot from that experience. I learned that
we had to go in a step-by-step, progres-
sive way to try to achieve quality, af-
fordable health care. I also learned
that we needed to have an open, spir-
ited debate about what needed to be
done for the good of our country.

I appreciate the chance to rise and
state my objections to adding rec-
onciliation instructions to the budget
resolution because I think the lesson
we learned is a lesson we should apply.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
his remarks.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am glad to do that.
Mr. President, to all of those on the

other side who have spoken eloquently
about the Senate rules and the fact
that we ought to have free and open de-
bate, I want to say one more time that
the time for those arguments was 27
years ago. When this bill, the Budget
Impoundment Act, was adopted, it es-
sentially permitted reconciliation in-
structions. And if they were given by
majority vote of the Senate and the
House, then a committee had to adopt
laws consistent with it.

If that was too early, we have adopt-
ed 15 tax bills under this Budget Act—
10 were tax increases; 5 were tax de-
creases. If 27 years ago was too long
ago to raise the objection, we had 15
different budget resolutions that came
to the floor that had taxes in them.
Some might have objected. But the
truth is, the strongest arguments have
been made on this particular reconcili-
ation instruction. I believe it is be-

cause some don’t want to let the Presi-
dent have a chance to have his taxes
voted on—plain, pure, and simple. I
think that is going to fail tonight. He
is going to get his chance. I think even-
tually his tax plan will get taken care
of in the Finance Committee and the
Ways and Means Committee. Those
members will pass the bill out of their
committee and it will come to the floor
under this Budget Act, which is now 27
years old.

I yield the floor. Whatever time I
have remaining, I yield to the majority
leader. However, he doesn’t need my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I might need off the
leader time for the opportunity to sort
of go over what is going to be the proc-
ess at this point. The chairman and
ranking member might want to be pre-
pared to comment or respond.

For the information of all Senators,
we are about to start a series of votes,
which has been unfortunately referred
to correctly as the ‘‘vote-arama.’’ The
first of these votes will be in relation
to the Domenici amendment regarding
reconciliation. Following that vote, we
will have votes on the remaining pend-
ing amendments in the order in which
they have been offered. I believe Sen-
ators have access to those amendments
in their order and, therefore, will know
when they will come up.

I also announce that in order for us
to be able to bring this to some conclu-
sion, it is going to be necessary to
move forward into the night, and we
will shorten the voting period from 15
minutes after the first vote to 10 min-
utes on the subsequent amendments.

There are approximately, as I under-
stand it, 160 amendments that have
been filed. I hope Senators will show
restraint, not offer the amendments,
and work with the chairman and the
manager to identify the amendments
we really do want to consider. If we did
all of the amendments on the list that
are available here tonight, assuming
we could do about three votes an hour,
we would be here until I guess until 9
or 9:30—something such as that.

I know the chairman, the manager,
and the sponsors will work with them.
Maybe they can work through some of
those amendments to reduce them. Of
course, tomorrow morning we will con-
tinue with the so-called vote-arama
every 15 minutes to vote on other
amendments that would be pending or
would be necessary to be voted on, with
the idea that we would get conclusion
of voting sometime and final passage
tomorrow around 2:30.

I know it is going to take a lot of pa-
tience to get to that point. But that is
our goal. I believe that is the way it is
presently lined up. Is that correct?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LOTT. Yes.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, one of the

things that would help tremendously
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and which would help the staff is when
we have a 10-minute vote, it should end
at 10 minutes. These votes take for-
ever. Members walk off, go back to
their offices, or go have dinner, what-
ever it is. I think if you called the vote
to an end at 10 minutes and set an ex-
ample, some Members would simply
miss the votes, but I think we can
move this along.

Mr. LOTT. I think we need to do
that. We quite often have legitimate
requests. Senators are stuck in ele-
vators, are in the area and we can’t
find them, or whatever. After the first
vote I will remind Senators again, if
you will join me and remind them that
we need them to stay in the Chamber,
we can get through at a more reason-
able hour and still be able to complete
the list of amendments tomorrow and
get to final passage at a reasonable
time tomorrow afternoon.

Senator DASCHLE I see just came on
the floor. I was just going over the
process of how we will proceed tonight
and tomorrow.

With that, I believe we are ready to
proceed to the first vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the distinguished leader yield to me for
a couple of observations? I believe both
the ranking member and I have agreed
on sense-of-the-Senate resolutions that
are nongermane, both of us will object
to them, which I believe means that
they are going to fall. I think that is
the rule now if they are not germane.
We will make a point of order, which
means they will fall. There are a lot of
sense-of-the-Senate proposals.

But I would like to yield to my rank-
ing member of the committee for his
observations on those kinds of amend-
ments that are pending.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it
should sober us up to understand that
if we don’t show some restraint and
self-discipline, we face 50 hours of
straight voting. That is the harsh re-
ality of what confronts us tonight—50
straight hours of voting every 10 min-
utes. That is not a good process. It is
not credible. And it can’t be allowed to
happen.

We have to simply say to Members
that they cannot expect to have each
and every one of these amendments
voted on. We will join in resisting
amendments that are not practical,
that are not fiscally responsible, and
others that are just sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendments. We hope that mes-
sage goes out very clearly. We ask
leaders, if they could, to rivet that
point to our colleagues.

Mr. LOTT. We will do that on an in-
dividual basis, and also publicly after
the next vote. We don’t want to eat up
a lot of time. We will remind them of
that.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
wanted to weigh in as well. I appreciate
so much the leadership and partnership
shown by our chairman and ranking
member.

Let me go to the point the majority
leader has made. If we want to finish

by 2:30 tomorrow—and the reason we
need to finish by 2:30 tomorrow, of
course, is that we have a Jewish holi-
day coming up, and there are a number
of personal matters that have to be
tended to. I hope we can get everyone’s
cooperation tomorrow morning. If we
are going to do that, we have to be at
a point tonight with no more than 20
amendments, and 2 minutes on each, if
we come in at 9 o’clock in the morning.
That doesn’t leave us with a lot tomor-
row. In other words, we have to vir-
tually finish our work tonight.

A number of us are going to go to our
colleagues and ask for their full co-
operation and partnership and effort to
try to get us to the point that we have
nothing left but no more than 20
amendments in the morning. I hope we
can all work together to make that
happen.

I appreciate very much the leader
yielding.

Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator DASCHLE.
We will work with you on that.

Parliamentary inquiry: Has all time
expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. LOTT. Are we prepared to go to
the first in a series of votes? Have the
yeas and nays been ordered?

Mr. CONRAD. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Has all time expired? We under-
stood that we had 1 minute left, and
that the other side had 1 minute 30 sec-
onds. We have been on leader time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico yielded his time
to the leader, which was used. Then
leader time was used. The Senator
from North Dakota spoke and he was
charged 1 minute 40 seconds.

Are you pondering a request to have
1 minute 30 seconds restored?

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we have 1 minute restored on
both sides so the managers can con-
clude the argument on this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it may
sound, to those listening, as though
this is a debate on the President’s tax
cut. It is not. This is a debate on how
the President’s tax cut will be consid-
ered.

On our side, we do not believe we
should restrict the Senators’ right of
freedom to debate and freedom to
amend. That is what this vote is about.

Let me cite Senator DOMENICI in a
debate in 1989 on an amendment from
the majority and minority leaders at
the time to limit the scope of the bill
that was then being considered to def-
icit reduction. Senator DOMENICI said:

We are going to use the process available
under the Budget Act to strip from this bill
not only those matters which the Parliamen-
tarian would call extraneous but also those
which were never intended because they were
not pure deficit reduction matters.

That is the issue. This is not a deficit
reduction matter. It should not be con-
sidered under reconciliation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, def-
icit reduction was the issue then; sur-
pluses are the issue today.

But the real issue is whether or not
we are going to consider and give the
American people a tax break. The issue
is whether the President of the United
States is going to have his proposals
considered by a committee and then
voted on by the Senate, instead of
being whittled away by time and by
the consumption of all types of amend-
ments and all types of dilatory tactics.

Last, without question, we have tried
by unanimous consent—we have offered
unanimous consent approaches—so we
would not have to do reconciliation.
We cannot get that done. When that
cannot be done, we have to do this one,
or we will not get a tax cut for the
American people. That is the issue. The
rest is talk. The issue tonight is, will
we or will we not have a tax cut for the
American people?

I yield whatever time I have and ask
for the yeas and nays on the Domenici
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to

amendment No. 345.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 51,

nays 49, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.]

YEAS—51

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi

Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell

Miller
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—49

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Cleland
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton

Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The amendment (No. 345) was agreed
to.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ALLEN). The Senator from Nevada is
recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is the Sen-
ate in order at this time? There is no
quorum call; right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is not in order.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, the Senator from Ne-
vada, as well as the Senator from
North Dakota for their willingness to
work with the majority leader and me
and others to try to reduce the amount
of amendments and the time and try to
get through this process as best we can.
These vote-aramas are not pretty or
very pleasant.

Mr. President, I ask for the regular
order with respect to the amendment
so that we will vote on the remaining
amendments in the order offered and,
further, that the next votes in this se-
ries be limited to 10 minutes in length.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject—how about all votes rather than
just the next vote?

Mr. NICKLES. All the votes in this
series.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. REID. We have some problems we

need to work out before the first vote.
With everybody’s cooperation, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 202

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on the Dur-
bin amendment, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

are 2 minutes equally divided in favor
and in opposition to the amendment.

The Senator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise in

support of the amendment. This is the
economic stimulus amendment that
provides an immediate rebate to the
taxpayers of America, both income-tax
payers and payroll-tax payers, of at
least $300 per person, $600 per family.

It also provides a permanent rate re-
duction of the lowest rate from 15 per-

cent to 10 percent. It will cost us $60
billion. It will go into effect imme-
diately. It will help families across
America this year.

This also provides that the total tax
cut in addition to this will be $745 bil-
lion. This has been mischaracterized as
a tax increase. We do not have a tax
cut in place. We are debating the size
of the tax cut.

We think a third of the surplus
should go to a tax cut, a third to def-
icit reduction, and a third to crucial
priorities, such as Social Security,
Medicare, and investments in edu-
cation. I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want
to correct the record. The pending
amendment provides additional tax re-
lief in the year 2002, $31 billion, and in
2003, $11 billion, but it also has over
$400 billion in tax increases compared
to the resolution before us.

If we adopt this amendment, the net
tax cut will boil down to not $1.6 tril-
lion, not $1.1 trillion, which is where
we ended up last night, but a total of
$746 billion. That means the President
gets less than half the tax cut he pro-
posed.

There is a lot of spending. My col-
leagues on the Democratic side have
offered $697 billion in new spending and
higher taxes, now $1.3 trillion.

The pending amendment raises taxes
$418 billion over and above the tax in-
crease we passed last night, which was
$448 billion.

If my colleagues want a tax cut that
is less than half of what the President
proposed, adopt this amendment. I urge
my colleagues to vote no on the under-
lying amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 202. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 39,

nays 61, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Leg.]

YEAS—39

Akaka
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Byrd
Cantwell
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—61

Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee

Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley

Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kyl
Landrieu
Lincoln
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts

Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens

Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

The amendment (No. 202) was re-
jected.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I had
understood from the distinguished Sen-
ator who offered the next amendment
there was no need to have a rollcall
vote on it.

Mr. CONRAD. If I may say, we have
not yet cleared this on this side. We
are not prepared. I recommend we go to
a quorum call.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. May we have order.
AMENDMENT NO. 216

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 216) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 215

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
2 minutes. We have 2 minutes now on
the amendment of the Senator from
Tennessee, Mr. FRIST.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senator can take his minute, but I
wonder if we need a rollcall vote. We
are willing to accept it.

Mr. FRIST. I would like a rollcall
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Might I say to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, if he can accept a
voice vote, he will have strong support.
If we have to go to a vote, he may lose
the amendment.

We urge the Senator to think about
the circumstance and to accept the
voice vote.

Mr. FRIST. I request a rollcall vote.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have

had 154 amendments. We are never
going to end this thing unless people
cooperate a little bit. If the other side
is worried about us getting out of here
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tomorrow, they had better start co-
operating a little bit. There is no need
to have a vote on this amendment. We
agree. We accept it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
done my best. I talked to Senators. He
has requested a rollcall vote since
early this afternoon. He told me about
it. We can waste more time talking
about why he should not get it than to
go ahead and have the vote. Then we
will get on to the next one and do ev-
erything we can to avoid it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rec-
ommend we move to a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes equally divided on the
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee, Mr. FRIST.

The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have the concurrence of the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee and
the ranking member of our committee
that we set this amendment aside tem-
porarily. I ask unanimous consent that
be the status of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if I

might just say to our colleagues, please
understand. We are set up to have 50
straight hours of voting unless people
show a little restraint, a little dis-
cipline, and a little courtesy towards
our colleagues. Please, let’s not get
into a circumstance in which we spend
the next 50 hours in this Chamber vot-
ing every 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on the Corzine amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 346

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the situation is such that
Senator MURKOWSKI wants to offer a
second degree. But I understand that
we want to handle that as we have han-
dled other second-degree amendments.

Is that correct?
Mr. CONRAD. That is correct.
Mr. DOMENICI. That means they

will have an amount of time to debate

between them. It should be 2 minutes.
It was going to be 1. Then we will be
able to vote on the two amendments
side by side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will please report the
amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI)

proposes an amendment No. 346.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
this amendment would raise the level
of the conservation spending cap to the
statutory level of $1.76 billion in budg-
et authority and $1.38 billion in outlays
at 2002.

Last year, this cap was created
through careful compromise in the In-
terior appropriations bill. It assures
funding for certain high-priority con-
servation programs. Those include the
Land and Water Conservation Fund;
National Park Service; management
urban and community forestry; State
wildlife grants; Pacific coastal salmon
recovery; urban parks restoration; his-
toric preservation; payment in lieu of
taxes; and other important programs
which provide funding to maintain our
national parks, provide funding to help
support communities with large Fed-
eral land ownership, help create urban
parks, assure the survival of the Pa-
cific salmon, and many other worth-
while projects.

Last year, we made a commitment to
these programs. We should keep our
commitment to these programs and to
our natural resources.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. CORZINE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
amendment. The amendment will re-
store $50 billion in cuts included in the
underlying resolution. The amendment
will fund priority environmental and
natural resource energy conservation
programs—programs such as brown-
field restoration, wildfire prevention,
sewer and water infrastructure pro-
grams, energy conservation and effi-
ciency programs, and the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. These res-
torations are offset by reduced tax cuts
and administrative savings.

The amendment also sets aside an ad-
ditional $50 billion for debt reduction. I
urge my colleagues to stand up for our
legacy to future generations. I urge my
colleagues to stand up for our environ-
ment and support the amendment.

Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on the Murkowski amend-
ment.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
ask colleagues, we are going to have to
exercise discipline tonight or we are
going to have chaos. This is just as
clear as it can be. So, please, let’s try
to be quiet while Senators are speak-
ing, and let’s try to restrict debate so
that we can finish. The manager and I
believe, given the fact that none of us
have seen the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Alaska, that it would be ap-
propriate to give him another minute
to explain his amendment, and another
minute on the side of the Senator from
New Jersey in response. We ask unani-
mous consent for an additional minute
for the Senator from Alaska and an ad-
ditional minute for the Senator from
New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
yield time to the Senator from Texas
on the amendment that I have offered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the
Corzine amendment spends another $46
billion, adding to total spending in a
budget which is now already grossly
bloated. Our Democrat colleagues in
the last 2 days have in the process of
adding spending, added $697 billion of
new spending in their amendments.
That is more than the entire Govern-
ment spent in the first 150 years of our
great Republic.

If anybody has any doubt as to what
the two parties are about, all they have
to do is look at this spending orgy.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
the Corzine amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
a minute

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished Senator
from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in the short
time we have had to look at the
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alaska, we recognize that it
is quite good. It has $200 million to
help fund CARA. It is ‘‘CARA-lite,’’
though.

What the Senator from New Jersey
has done is recognize that there have
been tremendous cuts in this under-
lying budget in programs in which we
all believe, not the least of which is ar-
senic in the water and all these things
we talked about during the day.

We believe the amendment of the
Senator from Alaska is very weak. It is
about $50 billion weak. It does nothing
to address the real problems this coun-
try faces, and it does not reduce the
debt.

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Alas-
ka.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
the distinguished ranking member if
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we could let Senator CORZINE have the
first vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
was an amendment in the second de-
gree. Normally that would be the first
vote.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is correct.
Mr. CONRAD. So the amendment of

the Senator from Alaska would nor-
mally be considered as the first vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, that isn’t
true. Just a while ago we agreed to a
unanimous consent that they would be
side-by-side amendments. That is not a
second-degree amendment.

Mr. REID. No. No.
Mr. CONRAD. But it is in the form of

a second degree.
I think we have also in every one of

these circumstances but one——
Mr. DOMENICI. I am not going to

argue. We are going to vote for Senator
MURKOWSKI’s first. I hope they vote for
it because the alternative is going to
be the Corzine amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

has expired.
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas

and nays.
Mr. CONRAD. Might I ask that we

take the Senator’s vote on a voice
vote? Would the Senator accept a voice
vote?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. We believe we have an
agreement to go to a voice vote on the
amendment by the Senator from Alas-
ka.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 346.

The amendment (No. 346) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 257

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to Corzine
amendment No. 257.

Mr. REID. Have the yeas and nays
been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 77 Leg.]
YEAS—46

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—54

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign

Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Landrieu
Lott
Lugar
McCain

McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

The amendment (No. 257) was re-
jected.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 211

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes now on the Bond amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest that as to the Bond amendment,
which is going to be discussed, and the
Dodd-Collins amendment which fol-
lows, we accept those two amendments.
They are bipartisan. I am willing to ac-
cept them, and we won’t have to have
votes. That means the next vote will be
on the Voinovich amendment, which is
an appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
willing to accept those mentioned
amendments as well, the Bond-Mikul-
ski amendment and the Dodd-Collins
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this
amendment, cosponsored by Senators
MIKULSKI, LIEBERMAN, ALLEN, BINGA-
MAN, and DOMENICI, adds a very impor-
tant $1.4 billion to function 250, the
general science function.

Basic science research in this coun-
try is suffering because we have not
adequately funded the National
Science Foundation in recent years.
The funding in this function leverages
the research done in NIH and other
areas. We believe it is extremely im-
portant. We expect that we are on a

path for doubling the NSF budget in 5
years. This will put us back on the
path.

I yield to my colleague from Mary-
land.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, the
United States of America every year
wins Nobel Prizes. We want to be sure
that every year we win the global mar-
kets, as well as the Nobel Prizes. By
doubling the National Science Founda-
tion, by increasing funding for NASA
and increasing funding for the Depart-
ment of Energy, we are making public
investments in great core science and
engineering laboratories.

This is where we create the new ideas
that lead to new products as well as
educate the next generation of Sally
Rides, of other great scientists, the Dr.
Varmuses who go on and lead our Na-
tion. If we don’t increase the funding
for the National Science Foundation,
we are not going to have the mathe-
maticians, the physicists, and the engi-
neers we need.

We are the greatest country in the
world because we are willing to take
risks. We are the greatest country in
the world because we are inventors and
we are discoverers. Why don’t we put
our public money where our national
values are? Let’s pass the Bond-Mikul-
ski amendment and take America right
into the 21st century.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to proceed with the first of those
amendments, the Bond amendment No.
211.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 211.

The amendment (No. 211) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 322, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and the Senator from Maine,
we offer this amendment which re-
stores some funding that is being cut
for children’s hospitals, as well as for
the child care development block grant
and the child abuse prevention pro-
grams. These moneys total around $270
million, which gets us back to the level
of funding for this year. It is not be-
yond that at all. It just brings these
numbers up to the present year level.

I thank my colleague from Maine,
who has worked tirelessly over the
years on this issue.

I urge my colleagues’ support. I
thank the chairman of the Budget
Committee for his support, as well as
my own ranking Democrat on the
Budget Committee.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are prepared to vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). The question is on agreeing
to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 322), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 288

Mr. DOMENICI. The next amendment
is Senator VOINOVICH’s appeal of the
ruling of the Chair.

I yield the floor.
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I am

offering this amendment with my col-
leagues, Senators FEINGOLD, GREGG,
and DOMENICI. This amendment we are
offering helps to refine the procedures
in the budget process that are designed
to control spending. It is clear from the
egregious levels of spending in the past
couple of years that the existing proc-
ess needs reinforcement. That is what
this amendment does.

Our amendment is designed to tight-
en the enforcement of existing spend-
ing controls. To do this, we create an
explicit point of order against the
emergency spending that doesn’t meet
the definition for emergency spending
as laid out by OMB.

The amendment also closes budget
loopholes by creating a point of order
against actions that raise the discre-
tionary spending caps; creating a point
of order against efforts to waive se-
questers, which is a budget enforce-
ment mechanism; and last, creating a
point of order against directed scor-
ing—in essence, telling OMB and CBO
how to treat spending that others use
in order to dodge spending limits. Any
waiver of these measures will require
60 votes.

I urge my colleagues’ support. It will
guarantee that the budget process is
more transparent.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ators DOMENICI and GRAMM be added as
cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is a
nongermane amendment. As a result,
this is subject to a 60-vote point of
order. This amendment has some parts
that are good, but, unfortunately, it
also contains a fatal flaw. It would es-
tablish a 60-vote point of order against
all emergency designations, both de-
fense and nondefense. I don’t think we
want to set a precedent here that we
require supermajority points of order
to respond to a defense emergency or a
natural disaster emergency.

I urge colleagues to defeat the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to the Senate we thank you very much
for the way things are going. We very
much appreciate your attention. We
haven’t had much disturbance or much
talking on the floor. For that, I thank

each Senator on both sides of the aisle.
We thank you very much for your co-
operation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54,

nays 46, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Leg.]

YEAS—54

Allard
Allen
Bayh
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign

Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—46

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feinstein
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski

Miller
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). On this vote, the yeas are 54,
the nays are 46. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, the motion is
rejected. The point of order is sus-
tained and the amendment falls.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
laid aside the amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee, Mr.
FRIST. He will accept a voice vote. If
we can proceed to that now, he will not
ask for a rollcall.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to
publicly apologize to my friend from
Tennessee for raising my voice to him
and the rest of the Senate. I recognize
being unreasonable is not only on one
side of the aisle. I apologize to the Sen-
ator.

AMENDMENT NO. 215

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is time
for the world to wake up. We are con-
fronted today with the worst inter-

national health crisis in 600 years: the
international scourge of HIV/AIDS;
8,000 people died today, 15,000 new in-
fections today.

In Africa, the life expectancy in more
than a handful of the countries has
been cut in half.

Currently, the United States spends
about $500 million annually. Our
amendment increases that by $200 mil-
lion next year, ultimately doubling our
commitment.

The goal is simple: Reduce the devas-
tation of the most significant moral,
humanitarian, and developmental chal-
lenges of our time.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, a year
ago we joined together in the Senate
with Senator HELMS as leader, and oth-
ers in the Foreign Affairs Committee,
to make a major effort with respect to
the international AIDS program. Presi-
dent Bush and his security team the
other day joined what President Clin-
ton and his security team had found,
which is that this is an international
security issue. It is a national security
issue for the United States. I hope all
of our colleagues will join together in
restoring this critical funding that will
deal with prevention, care, and treat-
ment across the globe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the yeas and nays are viti-
ated.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

The amendment (No. 215) was agreed
to.

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to recon-
sider the vote by which the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 225

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand the
next amendment is amendment No. 225
offered by the distinguished Senator
HOLLINGS. We have a second-degree
amendment we will offer, but we would
like to treat them side by side as we
have other amendments. Senator
HUTCHISON of Texas will offer it.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HOLLINGS. I didn’t know about

the second degree. I thought there
would not be a second-degree amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. It is a simple amend-
ment. It is an amendment about which
the Senator feels strongly.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I think the real
point here is to send a message to the
market, to the consumers, and to the
people of this country that we feel
their pain. As the old expression goes
around this town, we know that we
need an immediate stimulus to the
economy to stop this downturn. This is
divorced entirely from the tax cut, di-
vorced entirely from budgets for 10-
year considerations. It is a 1-year im-
mediate repayment to the 95 million
income-tax payers and another $500 to
the 25 million payroll-tax payers who
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do not pay income tax for a total of 120
million, as recommended by Harvard
Business School, Lester Thurow, the
Concord Coalition, Business Week,
former Secretary of the Treasury Bob
Rubin, the Economic Policy Institute,
and others.

This is the need. We have been going
on and on about the tax cut for the
rich, poor, and everyone else.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
AMENDMENT NO. 347

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk which
adds language to the Hollings amend-
ment that basically assures the mar-
riage penalty is fully repealed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON]

proposes an amendment numbered 347.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place add:
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution, the revenue levels
and other aggregates in this resolution shall
be adjusted to reflect an additional $69 bil-
lion in revenue reductions for the period of
fiscal years 2002 through 2011.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. It would add $69
billion to assure that there is a mar-
riage penalty elimination for this
country. We have said we want to
eliminate it. Now is the time to do it.
We want to add the amount we believe
it will cost to fully eliminate the mar-
riage penalty in this country.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment of the
Senator from Texas because after doing
an analysis of the amendments pre-
viously agreed to and passed, it is very
clear that this amendment will raid
the Medicare trust fund. We can’t ac-
cept an amendment that would do that.
I am asking colleagues to oppose this
amendment because it raids the Medi-
care trust fund in the years 2004, 2005,
2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mr. CONRAD. Parliamentary in-

quiry: On whose time is the Senator
from Texas proceeding?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes allotted before each vote.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from
Texas already spoke.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the Senator
like another minute?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I don’t think we
exhausted the time. I spoke, but I did
not speak for 2 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator had 1
minute.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Chair ex-
plain this to Senators.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask for 30 seconds to respond to the
Senator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas spoke for 1 minute in
opposition to the Hollings amendment.
She is allowed 1 minute to speak in
favor of her own amendment.

The Senator from Texas is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
respectfully disagree with the numbers
that my colleague from North Dakota
has given. We did not raid the Medicare
trust fund when we had $1.6 billion in
tax cuts. Now we are talking about $1.1
billion or so, and we are adding $69 bil-
lion. This is to eliminate the marriage
penalty tax. We are squeezing down the
tax cuts and I do not want married
couples in this country to think that it
is not important for us to eliminate
the marriage penalty. We should not
penalize people for getting married. I
hope you will vote for my amendment,
and I hope you will vote for the amend-
ment of Senator HOLLINGS as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
budget resolution does not determine
any specific tax policy. All of us know
that. This does not eliminate the mar-
riage penalty or anything else. It sim-
ply adds $69 billion to the tax cut,
which raids the Medicare trust funds in
each of the years I previously ref-
erenced.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. The $69 billion
will go to the marriage penalty because
we will say so. I hope my colleagues
will support elimination of the mar-
riage penalty.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the
Hutchison amendment.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The clerk will call the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 50,

nays 50, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign

Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Miller
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter

Stevens
Thomas

Thompson
Thurmond

Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—50

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle

Dayton
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote,
the yeas are 50, the nays are 50. The
Senate being equally divided, the Vice
President votes in the affirmative, and
the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 347) was agreed
to.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 225

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the Hollings amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 94,
nays 6, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 80 Leg.]
YEAS—94

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McCain

McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—6

Carper
Corzine

Dodd
Feingold

Graham
Nelson (FL)

The amendment (No. 225) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-

SIGN). The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, may I

just inform Senators where we are.
People would like to go home this
evening. The next amendment is that
of Senator ALLEN from Virginia. We
have a minute; whoever opposes him
has a minute. The next amendment
would be Senator WELLSTONE with ref-
erence to veterans spending, and we
have a second-degree amendment to
that. They will be voted side by side. If
we can get those finished, that is all we
have lined up by way of votes.

We have an amendment on vote-
arama and streamlining the process so
we won’t get into these problems next
year.

We should proceed with the votes we
have: Senator ALLEN, to be followed by
WELLSTONE and a second degree.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want

to indicate to our colleagues and to the
manager of the bill that there will be a
second-degree amendment to Senator
ALLEN’s amendment as well, so every-
body is on notice with respect to how
that amendment will be treated.

AMENDMENT NO. 201

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 1 minute.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senators BROWNBACK, HUTCHISON,
CRAIG, WARNER, and myself, the tax cut
accelerator ensures that unexpected
on-budget surpluses are used to accel-
erate tax cuts rather than accelerate
more Government spending. The tax
relief accelerator provides a tax relief
insurance policy so that the Federal
Government will fulfill its promise to
return excess tax collections to the
taxpayer. The tax cut accelerator does
not touch Social Security or Medicare.
It does not threaten funding for cur-
rent programs. It allows us to set pri-
orities in education, national defense,
and scientific research.

It does hold the Government ac-
countable to the American people, set-
ting priorities, determining the
amount and type of tax relief, taking
action, and justifying our decisions to
the American people.

I respectfully ask my colleagues to
please say yes to the taxpayers of
America and improve our economic vi-
tality.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this
amendment is a nongermane amend-
ment. It is subject to a 60-vote point of
order. We have brought that order
under the Budget Act. I hope my col-
leagues will support that point of
order.

This would require fully expedited
procedures beyond even what reconcili-
ation provides. I hope our colleagues
will reject this amendment on a point
of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion

to waive. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 45,

nays 55, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 81 Leg.]

YEAS—45

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Craig
Crapo
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell

Miller
Murkowski
Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—55

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle
Dayton

DeWine
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 45, the nays are 55.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment fails.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I will
address colleagues on my side for a mo-
ment to say we still have 27 amend-
ments pending. This would be a won-
derful opportunity, while we are wait-
ing to work things out, for colleagues
to come down and voluntarily give up
their amendment in the interest of the
whole body. What a good way to end
the evening, to have a few more amend-
ments given up so we could finish by
our goal of 2:30 tomorrow afternoon.

I am making the offer. We will be
here. We will be in business, and we
will be eagerly awaiting our colleagues
who want to give up amendments this
evening.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I thank the
distinguished Senator. I thank him for

his request on his side. I say to our
side, we have 10 amendments. We sure
hope we can find some way to narrow
that down to three or four. We will be
working with Senators when we finish
tonight.

Let me tell Members what these
amendments are: 289 is Crapo-Murray;
237 is Grassley; 286, Santorum; 236,
DeWine; 214, Collins; and four Smith
amendments, 83, 46, 45, and 57.

We very much would like to get the
list down to about three.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have
been consulting on both sides of the
aisle as to how to complete action to-
night and how we will begin in the
morning. I think everybody under-
stands the best way to proceed at this
point. I ask consent the Wellstone
amendment be laid aside and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana be recognized to
offer a first-degree amendment; that it
be laid aside and the Senator from
Maine, Ms. COLLINS, offer a first-degree
amendment; that no amendments be in
order to these amendments prior to the
votes, and votes occur in relation to
these amendments, also in a stacked
sequence, first in relation to the
Breaux amendment and then in rela-
tion to the Collins amendment.

I further ask consent the first vote
tomorrow morning occur in relation to
the Wellstone amendment beginning at
9:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I object.
Mr. LOTT. To clarify that, on the

two I just outlined, the Collins and the
Breaux amendments, those votes would
occur tonight. Then tomorrow, of
course, we would have the Wellstone
amendment which would have the par-
allel second-degree amendment to it
also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the
Senator from Minnesota object?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
object for right now. I want to try to
understand a little bit further how we
are proceeding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
do not object.
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Mr. LOTT. I renew my request, Mr.

President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LOTT. I believe we are ready to

proceed, then, with the two amend-
ments. Of course, they would be 10-
minute votes with a brief explanation
of the two amendments, a minute each.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.
AMENDMENT NO. 348

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk. I ask it be
reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX],

for himself and Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes an
amendment numbered 348.

Mr. BREAUX. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for IDEA

amendment)
At the appropriate place add:
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution, the spending aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations, and
other levels in this resolution shall be ad-
justed to reflect an additional $70 billion in
budget authority and outlays for function
500 for the period of fiscal years 2002 through
2011, and a reduction of $70 billion in revenue
reductions (and an increase of $70 billion in
total revenues) for the period of fiscal years
2002 through 2011.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, we have
only a minute. For the sake of our col-
leagues, this amendment simply takes
$70 billion off the tax cut which is now
at approximately a level of $1.275 tril-
lion, I think. It says that $70 billion is
going to be used for education pur-
poses, and the purpose is to fund the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, IDEA; to put the money back
where I think it is a high priority. This
amendment is offered on behalf of my-
self and Senator JEFFORDS who has
been a long-time champion for the
funding of the IDEA program.

This amendment does not take it out
of the contingency fund. There is no
more contingency fund. Remember the
spectrum? Remember how many times
we spent it? It is gone; agriculture and
defense and everything else ate it up. If
you want the $70 billion, there is only
one place to get it, and my amendment
provides the one place to get it by re-
ducing the tax cuts. I ask my col-
leagues to support this effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Mr. GRAMM. I reserve the time.
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator COLLINS

would like to offer an amendment. I
think that is the way we have been
doing it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

AMENDMENT NO. 349

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 349.

Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Propose: To provide tax credits for small

business to purchase health insurance for
their employees and to provide for the de-
ductibility of health insurance for the self-
employed and those who don’t receive
health insurance from their employers and
for long-term care)
At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution, the revenue levels
and other aggregates in this resolution shall
be adjusted to reflect an additional $70 bil-
lion in revenue reductions for the period of
fiscal years 2002 through 2011.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, first let
me make clear that the amendment I
am offering does not change the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana. What
it would do instead is add to the tax
cut $70 billion in order to cover the fol-
lowing: A tax credit for small busi-
nesses to help them purchase health in-
surance.

This is based on legislation that the
Senator from Louisiana—the other
Senator from Louisiana, Ms.
LANDRIEU—and I recently introduced to
address the problem of small businesses
having a difficult time in affording
health insurance for their employees.
It would provide for full deductibility
of health insurance for the self-em-
ployed, an issue that I know is some-
thing the Senator from Illinois, Mr.
DURBIN, and the Senator from Mis-
souri, Mr. BOND, have worked on. And
it would provide for long-term care in-
surance above the line deduction to
help people and encourage them to pur-
chase long-term care insurance.

The combined total of those provi-
sions would be approximately $70 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. That would
bring the total tax cut to approxi-
mately $1.3 trillion.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, how

much time is left in opposition to the
amendment of the Senator from
Maine?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. BREAUX. I might just take a
minute in opposition to the Senator’s
amendment. I have a great deal of re-
spect for her, but I suggest the budget
authorization doesn’t do any of those
things. The respective committees that
are going to be authorizing this will de-
cide how it is going to be spent. While
the list is a nice list, it has nothing to
do with reality because the Budget
Committee does not make that deci-
sion. The respective committees that
had jurisdiction are going to make the
decision on how to spend the money.

Anyone can stand up and read a laud-
atory list of noble things, but there is

no assurance that will happen. I re-
spect everything she said about the in-
tent, but the committee of jurisdiction
has to make those decisions. We do not
make those decisions on the floor.

Our amendment, however, does pro-
vide $70 billion specifically for edu-
cation which allows that decision to be
made. It does not come out of a non-
existent fund. That is the big dif-
ference.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we have
1 minute in opposition to the Breaux
amendment. Exactly the same argu-
ment is true with regard to the Breaux
amendment.

Nothing in the Breaux amendment in
any way requires that the money go for
the purpose he specifies. All his amend-
ment does is basically reduce the tax
cut by $70 billion and add it to spend-
ing. What Senator COLLINS has done is
given us an opportunity as a Senate to
go on record in favor of something we
all claim we are for; that is, to provide
$70 billion for the purpose of making a
health insurance tax credit for small
business, so they can cover their em-
ployees, and to give deductibility for
health insurance.

I yield to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, how
much time has expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana has 11 seconds.

Mr. BREAUX. I can only say in 11
seconds that it specifies it has to be for
education, and it comes out of the
function 500. That is the education
function. It can’t be used for anything
else.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment by the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). Is there a sufficient sec-
ond?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays are ordered and

the clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 54,

nays 46, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 82 Leg.]

YEAS—54

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle

Dayton
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
McCain
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Snowe
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden
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NAYS—46

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McConnell
Miller
Murkowski

Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

The amendment (No. 348) was agreed
to.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 349

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Collins
amendment No. 349.

Mr. GRAMM. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 49,

nays 51, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 83 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Allard
Allen
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Collins
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Ensign
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Miller
Murkowski

Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—51

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Byrd
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton
Conrad
Corzine
Daschle

Dayton
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Murray
Nelson (FL)
Nelson (NE)
Reed
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Stabenow
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

The amendment (No. 349) was re-
jected.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are working on a UC. We are going to
try not to delay the Senate. We have
four amendments that have been ap-
proved on both sides. I may call them
up and ask that they be adopted en
bloc.

Mr. CONRAD. What is the chairman’s
intention about how we proceed? Does
the Senator want to do them one at a
time?

AMENDMENT NO. 208

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
will just do these one at a time. I will
call up 208.

I send the amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for Mr. BYRD, proposes an amendment
numbered 208.

The amendment reads as follows:
(Purpose: To foster greater debate of amend-

ments to a reconciliation bill or a budget
resolution)
At the end of title II, insert the following:

SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON CONSIDERATION OF
AMENDMENTS UNDER RECONCILI-
ATION AND A BUDGET RESOLUTION.

(a) RECONCILIATION AND BUDGET RESOLU-
TIONS.—For purposes of consideration of any
reconciliation bill reported under section
310(e) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
or any budget resolution reported under sec-
tion 305(b) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974—

(1) debate, and all amendments thereto and
debatable motions and appeals in connection
therewith, shall be limited to not more than
50 hours;

(2) time on a bill or resolution may only be
yielded back by consent;

(3) time on amendments shall be limited to
60 minutes to be equally divided in the usual
form and on any second degree amendment
or motion to 30 minutes to be equally divided
in the usual form;

(4) no first degree amendment may be pro-
posed after the 10th hour of debate on a bill
or resolution unless it has been submitted to
the Journal Clerk prior to the expiration of
the 10th hour;

(5) no second degree amendment may be
proposed after the 20th hour of debate on a
bill or resolution unless it has been sub-
mitted to the Journal Clerk prior to the ex-
piration of the 20th hour; and

(6) after not more than 40 hours of debate
on a bill or resolution, the bill or resolution
shall be set aside for 1 calendar day, so that
all filed amendments are printed and made
available in the Congressional Record before
debate on the bill or resolution continues.

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—This section may
be waived or suspended in the Senate only by
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members, duly chosen and sworn. An affirm-
ative vote of three-fifths of the Members of
the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be
required in the Senate to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are willing to accept this amendment.
It is a procedural change that makes

all of the processes much better. We
will work on it in conference. On our
side we are willing to accept it.

Mr. CONRAD. We are as well.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is agreed to.
The amendment (No. 208) was agreed

to.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.
Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 289

Mr. DOMENICI. I send to the desk
amendment No. 289, the Crapo-Murray
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI], for Mr. CRAPO and Mrs. MURRAY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 289.

The amendment reads as follows:
(Purpose: To ensure that the Department of

Energy’s Environmental Management pro-
gram is funded at a level adequate to con-
tinue progress in waste treatment and
management, site maintenance and clo-
sure, environmental restoration, and tech-
nology development, while meeting its le-
gally binding compliance commitments to
the states, the Atomic Energy Defense Ac-
count is increased by $1 billion in fiscal
year 2002)
On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by

$1 billion. On page 10, line 22, increase the
amount by $650 million. On page 43, line 15,
decrease the amount by $1 billion. On page
43, line 16, decrease the amount by $650 mil-
lion. On page 48, line 8, increase the amount
by $1 billion. On page 48, line 9, increase the
amount by $650 million.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
should note that the cosponsor is Sen-
ator MURRAY, so that we have the right
sponsors. We have no objection to this
amendment. It has to do with funding
environmental cleanup that we are
committed to doing. Most of us think
we are going to have to do it in any
event. This makes it clear that we have
the money to do that.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
willing to accept this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 289) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 210

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have
clearance for another amendment on
the list, No. 210, the Bond amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have been willing to do that. Senator
BOND has graciously told us he would
not insist on a rollcall vote. He said
that to us an hour ago.

I send the amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for Mr. BOND, proposes an amendment
numbered 210.

The amendment reads as follows:
(Purpose: To provide funds for consolidated

health centers under section 330 of the
Public Health Service Act and for chil-
dren’s hospitals graduate medical edu-
cation programs under section 340E of such
Act)
On page 28, line 23, increase the amount by

$136,000,000.
On page 28, line 24, increase the amount by

$136,000,000.
On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by

$136,000,000.
On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by

$136,000,000.
On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by

$136,000,000.
On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by

$136,000,000.
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON CONSOLI-

DATED HEALTH CENTERS.—It is the sense of
the Senate that appropriations for consoli-
dated health centers under section 330 of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b)
should be increased by 100 percent over the
next 5 fiscal years in order to double the
number of individuals who receive health
services at community, migrant, homeless,
and public housing health centers.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. We have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is agreed to.
The amendment (No. 210) was agreed

to.
AMENDMENT NO. 237

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have
good news. We have another amend-
ment on which we have agreement, and
that is amendment No. 237. We just re-
ceived clearance on amendment No.
237, the Grassley-Kennedy amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. It is OK on our side.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for Mr. GRASSLEY, for himself and Mr.
KENNEDY, proposes an amendment numbered
237.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for the

Family Opportunity Act)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR FAMILY OPPOR-

TUNITY ACT.
If the Committee on Finance of the Senate

reports a bill or joint resolution, or if an
amendment is offered, or a conference report
is submitted which provides States with the
opportunity to expand medicaid coverage for
children with special needs, allowing fami-
lies of disabled children with the opportunity
to purchase coverage under the medicaid
program for such children (commonly re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Family Opportunity Act of
2001’’), the Chairman of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate may revise com-
mittee allocations for the Committee on Fi-
nance and other appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates and allocations of new budget au-
thority (and the outlays resulting therefrom)
in this resolution by the amount provided by

that measure for that purpose, but not to ex-
ceed $200,000,000 in new budget authority and
outlays for fiscal year 2002 and $7,900,000,000
in new budget authority and outlays for the
period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011, sub-
ject to the condition that such legislation
will not, when taken together with all other
previously-enacted legislation, reduce the
on-budget surplus below the level of the
Medicare Federal Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund surplus in any fiscal year covered by
this resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. It is acceptable on
our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. No objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is agreed to.
The amendment (No. 237) was agreed

to.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.
Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
VITIATION OF ACTION ON AMENDMENT NO. 237

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent we vitiate the adoption of the
amendment numbered 237 because it
has technical problems we have to
work out. We will work them out over-
night.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 256

Mr. CONRAD. We have now cleared
on this side amendment 256, the Reid-
Hutchinson amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. We call up amend-
ment No. 256, Reid-Hutchinson.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI], for Mr. REID of Nevada and Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. WARNER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. JOHNSON,
Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. LEVIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 256.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent to dispense with the reading of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for the

payment of retired pay and compensation
to disabled military retirees)
At the end of title II, insert the following:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR THE PAYMENT OF
RETIRED PAY AND COMPENSATION
TO DISABLED MILITARY RETIREES.

If the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate or the House of Representatives re-
ports the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill and includes a provision to fund the
payment of retired pay and compensation to
disabled military retirees, the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget of the Senate
or the House of Representatives, as applica-
ble, may increase the allocation of new budg-
et authority and outlays to that committee
by the amount of new budget authority (and
the outlays resulting therefrom) provided by
that measure for that purpose not to exceed
$2,900,000,000 in new budget authority and
outlays for fiscal year 2002, and $40,000,000,000
in new budget authority and outlays for the
period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011, sub-

ject to the condition that such legislation
will not, when taken together with all other
previously enacted legislation, reduce the
on-budget surplus below the level of the
Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust Fund sur-
plus in any fiscal year covered by this reso-
lution.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion.

Mr. CONRAD. No objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, No. 256.

The amendment (No. 256) was agreed
to.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 10 min-
utes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

INTERNATIONAL ROMA DAY

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, in
my capacity as chairman of the Hel-
sinki Commission, I take this oppor-
tunity to let my colleagues know that
on Sunday, April 8, Roma from around
the world will commemorate the 30th
anniversary of the inaugural meeting
of World Romani Congress. In coun-
tries across Europe as well as in North
America, Roma will gather together to
demonstrate solidarity with each other
and to draw attention to the human
rights violations they continue to face.

Roma are a dispersed minority,
present in virtually every country in
the region covered by the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope, OSCE, including the United
States. They first arrived in Europe
around the 13th century, after migrat-
ing from Northern India and their lan-
guage, Romani, is related to Sanskrit.
Roma were enslaved in what is now
modern Romania and Moldova until
1864 and, in much of the rest of Europe,
the Romani experience has been
marked by pronounced social exclu-
sion.

The single most defining experience
for Roma in the 20th century was the
Holocaust, known in Romani as the
Porrajmos, the Devouring. During the
war itself, Roma were targeted for
death by the Nazis based on their eth-
nicity. At least 23,000 Roma were
brought to Auschwitz. Almost all of
them perished in the gas chambers or
from starvation, exhaustion, or dis-
ease.

Not quite a year ago, the Helsinki
Commission, which I now chair, held a
hearing on Romani human rights
issues. I heard from a panel of six wit-
nesses, four of whom were Romani,
about the problems Roma continue to
face. Unfortunately, since the fall of
Communism, the situation for Roma in
many post-Communist countries has
actually gotten worse. As Ina Zoon
said, ‘‘the defense of Roma rights in
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